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PREFACE, 


Tue Revenue Papyrus consists of two rolls, of which the 
first containing columns 1-72 was obtained by Prof. Flinders 
Petrie in the winter of 1893-4; the second, containing the 
other columns and originally perhaps wrapped round the first 
roll, if not actually forming a part of it, was obtained by myself 
in the winter of 1894-5. 

The first roll measures 44 feet long; the second, of which 
only fragments exist, must at one time have measured not less 
than 15 feet. The height of the papyrus cannot, owing to its 
fragmentary condition, be precisely determined, but was in the 
case of columns 59-72 about οὐ inches, in that of the rest 
34 inches more. The papyrus is thus by far the largest Greek 
papyrus known, and as it is in several places dated ‘in the 
twenty-seventh year’ of Philadelphus, or 259/8 B.c., it is also 
nearly the oldest. 

Both the external and the internal evidence point to its 
provenance having been the Fayoum, a remarkable fact, since 
the countless Greek papyri which have been found in that 
province have, with the exception of the Gurob papyri and 
a few others, all belonged to a much later date. 

The papyrus is written by a number of scribes, but to 


. 
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determine exactly how many is a difficult problem. I think 
that I can distinguish twelve, in addition to one or more cor- 
rectors. The choice of the columns to be reproduced in facsimile 
has been made with the view of exhibiting both the variety of 
the hand-writings and those columns of which the contents 
are most important. 

With regard to the text I have endeavoured to present 
as faithful a transcription of the original as is convenient to 
modern readers. I have therefore divided the words, and caused 
the initial letters of the proper names and the headings of 
sections written in large spaced letters to be printed in capitals. 
But in other respects the text is printed just as it is in the 
original. Blunders or mistakes in spelling are left uncorrected, 
criticism being reserved for the commentary; and I have not 
thought it worth while to disfigure the pages by the constant 
insertion of szc. Any blunder in the text which is liable to 
misconception is explained in the Commentary, as are the few 
abbreviations and symbols which occur. Nor have I inserted 
stops, breathings or accents, which, in publishing a papyrus of 
such antiquity, seem to me a needless anachronism. There 
is the less reason for inserting them in the present case, since 
in places which are ambiguous the reader can refer to the 
translation, where he will find the construction which I propose. 
The division-marks in the original between lines mark the 
beginning of new sections, and where a new section begins in 
the middle of a line, as occasionally happens, the division-mark 
is between that line and the one following. 

Square brackets [ ] indicate that there is a lacuna in the 
papyrus, and the number of dots enclosed by the brackets 
signifies the approximate number of letters lost, judging by 
the analogy of the average number of letters which occupy the 
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same space in the preceding and following lines. Of course 
certainty must decrease in proportion to the length of the 
lacuna, and where the ends of lines are lost, a guess—more or 
less probable, as it is based on the ends of lines preserved 
above or below, or merely on general considerations from the 
requirements of the sense or the average length of lines in the 
column—is all that is possible. Moreover letters, of course, 
vary considerably in size, e.g. there is hardly any scribe in 
the papyrus who does not occupy as much space with a 7 as 
with ous. Nevertheless, in those cases where I have supposed 
the lacuna to be not greater than six or seven letters, not 
being the end ofa line, Iam ready to deny the admissibility 
of emendations which are clearly inconsistent with the average 
number of letters of normal size being what I have suggested. 
I have ventured to insist somewhat strongly on this point, 
partly because a number of emendations can very easily be 
made by ignoring the dots, and partly because when a column 
is broken in two, or when fragments are detached from the 
rest of a column, as e.g. frequently happens in the first twenty- 
three columns, it may at first sight seem impossible to fix the 
number of letters lost with even the approximate certainty 
which is all that I wish to claim. But in most cases this is 
not so. When a column is broken in half, the holes and breaks 
which occur at regular intervals in the folds of the papyrus 
enable us to calculate to +4 inch, if necessary, the position of 
the two halves, while as the detached fragments for the most 
part fell away from the rest in lumps containing several thick- 
nesses, the determination of any one of these layers is there- 
fore sufficient to fix precisely the position of all the others 
in the same series. That the position of every fragment is 
certain I do not wish to maintain, but I would ask my readers 
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to believe that both Prof. Petrie and I have spent much 
time in fixing the places of the fragments, that the positions 
depend for the most part on careful measurements, and that 
where there was neither external nor internal evidence sufficient 
to fix the position of a fragment with a near approach to 
certainty, the doubt has been recorded in the notes, or no 
attempt has been made to decide the exact relation of the 
separate parts. Thus in columns 79-107, I have left undeter- 
mined the amount lost between the two halves into which 
nearly every column is divided, although the approximate 
position of nearly all the fragments making up those columns 
is certain. 

Dots outside square brackets indicate letters which, either 
through the dark colour of the papyrus or through the oblitera- 
tion of the writing, we have been unable to decipher. 

Dots underneath letters signify that the reading of the 
letters is doubtful, in nearly all cases owing to the mutilation 
of the papyrus. But where a letter is for the most part broken 
away, and yet the context makes it certain what the letter was, 
wishing not to create apparent difficulties where none really 
exist, I have generally printed the mutilated letter either 
without a dot or inside the square bracket, and have reserved 
the dots underneath letters for cases where there is a real 
doubt. 

Round brackets ( ) represent similar brackets in the original, 
which mean that the part enclosed was to be omitted. Angular 
brackets { ) mean that the letters enclosed have been erased 
in the papyrus. Corrections in the original are reproduced 
as faithfully as possible, the smaller type implying that the 
correction was made not by the scribe himself, but by another 
writer. This distinction is of considerable importance, espe- 
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cially in columns 38-56, where the reader will easily be able to 
differentiate mere corrections of blunders by the scribes them- 
selves from the changes introduced by the διορθωτής. 

The excellence of the facsimiles can hardly perhaps be 
appreciated to the full by any one who has not the original 
before him, and therefore cannot realize the difficulties with 
which the photographers of the Clarendon Press have had 
to contend. Most of the papyrus is written in large clear 
hands which are easy to read, and of which the facsimile is 
almost, or even quite, as clear as the original. But the papyrus 
is in many parts stained a very dark brown, sometimes almost 
black, and in many parts the surface of it has scaled off; and 
these parts, although by holding the papyrus in different lights 
they are generally decipherable with certainty, must of necessity 
be less clear in the facsimile than in the original. Nevertheless 
that the facsimiles are, on the whole, extremely successful will, 
I am sure, be admitted. 

As has been implied in the foregoing remarks, there are not 
many passages where there is much doubt about the reading of 
the papyrus, when the writing is there. There are, however, 
a few passages which have resisted our combined efforts, but of 
which the correct reading can be verified as soon as it is sug- 
gested. On the other hand, the great difficulty throughout has 
been to fill up the lacunae. Here it will not be out of place to 
explain the principles on which I have adopted or rejected 
conjectural readings. In printing a reconstructed text of a 
papyrus so mutilated as the present one, two courses were 
possible. One would have been to carry conjectural emenda- 
tions to the furthest point, and to have stated the precise 
grounds on which each one was made. The other course was 


to draw a sharp distinction between conjectures which were 
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based on parallel passages in the papyrus itself or elsewhere, 
and conjectures which, though often probable enough in them- 
selves, were not so based, and while admitting the first class into 
the text, to reserve the second for the Commentary. It is the 
latter course, not the first, which I have adopted. And if it be 
a matter of regret to some that in so many places gaps have 
been left, which could with more or less probability have been 
easily filled up, the answer is this, that the place of many frag- 
ments was not found until after our text had almost reached its 
present condition, and that we have therefore been able to some 
extent to test the value of our conjectures. The result showed 
that where our conjectures had been based on a parallel passage 
in the papyrus itself, they were nearly always right, and where 
they had been based on a parallel passage in another papyrus, 
they were generally right, but that where they were based on 
the grounds of ὦ przorz probability, they were generally wrong. 
I have therefore not admitted into the text any conjectures 
which are not based on a parallel passage either in the papyrus 
itself or in papyri of the same period and dealing with the same 
subjects, except in cases where the conjecture was so obviously 
right that it required no confirmation, and in a few other cases, 
where some ὦ 27γ1071 conjecture was necessary in order to attach 
any meaning to the passage. Where a conjecture is based on 
a parallel passage in the papyrus itself, from considerations of 
space I have not as a rule stated the grounds in the Commentary, 
unless there was some difficulty, as the reader who wishes to 
verify the conjecture can do so by referring to the Index. But 
where a conjecture is based on a parallel passage in another 
papyrus, or where it is only based on ὦ pgrzori grounds, the fact 
is recorded in the Commentary, in which will also be found 
a number of conjectures not admitted into the text. In addition, 
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more or less obvious conjectures, which for various reasons will 
not suit, are occasionally recorded. 

A word of explanation is necessary with regard to the mount- 
ing of the papyrus, and especially of these columns which are 
facsimiled. The unrolling and mounting of the first roll was 
undertaken by Prof. Petrie himself, and the skill which he has 
shown in mounting so mutilated a papyrus of which the texture 
is excessively fine and brittle, is beyond all praise. It was clearly 
impossible for him to accurately fix the position of fragments 
which became loose as soon as the papyrus was opened, and he 
rightly preferred to paste the fragments down in places which 
were approximately correct, than to run the risk of their being 
lost before their precise position could be fixed. The result of 
this was that, especially in the earlier and most mutilated part, 
a number of pieces were more or less misplaced, though the 
correct position of all but a very few has now been determined, 
and in many cases marked in pencil on the papyrus. Without 
claiming any infallibility, 1 would therefore ask my readers when 
they notice, as they frequently will, apparent inconsistencies 
both in readings and in spacings between the printed text and 
the original, to believe that the arrangement or reading in the 
text has not been adopted without good reason. In one or two 
places I noticed, on reading through the papyrus since my return 
to England, that a few letters had disappeared, but fortunately 
the loss was of practically no consequence. 

My last and most pleasant duty is to express my sincerest 
thanks to the many friends who have aided me in the present 
work, and particularly to those distinguished specialists in the 
history and palaeography of this period, with whom the interest 
in a common study has made me privileged to become ac- 


quainted. 
b2 
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The debt which lovers of antiquity owe to Prof. FLinprrs 
Petrie for the recovery and preservation of the first roll, which 
alone gives to the scanty fragments of the second what value 
they possess, has already been stated. But it is my duty in 
particular to thank him for placing the work of publication in 
my hands, and for his frequent help in the difficult matter of 
arranging the detached fragments in their correct places. 

With Prof. Manarry I have discussed on frequent occasions 
all the problems both of reading and interpretation. We have 
read the original together, and the Translation and Commentary 
have been completely revised by him. Many both of the 
readings in the text and of the explanations are his, and what- 
ever merits this book may possess are in the main due to the 
fact that I have had the-constant help and criticism of a scholar 
whose knowledge of both the history and the papyri of this 
period is equalled by his brilliancy in overcoming difficulties. 
On nearly all points we are agreed, but as there are a few on 
which I have ventured to differ from him, the responsibility for 
error lies only with the writer of each section. 

Prof. G. Lumgroso I visited at Rome in September 1894, 
when our edition had not nearly reached even its present 
degree of completeness, and he most kindly consented to go 
through the whole text with me, and to him I owe a large 
number of most valuable criticisms and suggestions. 

Recently in August 1895, in our final consultation over the 
text we have had the great benefit of Prof. U. WutcxKen’s 
aid. Several of the remaining difficulties were solved by 
him, and he has also made many admirable suggestions and 
criticisms. Besides these I have specially to thank him for 
most generously placing at my disposal the materials of his 
two forthcoming great works, the Corpus of Greek ostraca 
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and the Corpus of Ptolemaic papyri. ‘These have proved of 
inestimable service in several places, especially in reaching 
that solution of the coinage questions which I have proposed 
/in Appendix ITI. 

Professor E. P. Wricut of Dublin has given me valuable 
help on special points connected with botany, and Prof. P. 
GarRDNER has aided me on special points of numismatics. 
Though he is not in the least responsible for any errors in 
Appendix III, without his aid I should not have ventured— 
with a boldness of which I am fully conscious—an excursion 
into the difficult and technical field of Ptolemaic numismatics. 

My friend and partner in the Craven Fellowship, Mr. A. 
S. Hunt, has lightened for me considerably the burden of 
revising the proofs, and while doing so has made several good 
suggestions. 

The typography of the Clarendon Press requires no com- 
mendation; but I cannot conclude without expressing my 
thanks to the Delegates for publishing this book, and to the 
Controller and staff of that institution for the care which they 
have spent both in preparing the facsimiles and in printing 
a text so difficult as the present. 

Finally, some consideration will, 1 hope, be shown for the 
shortcomings of this volume on account of the speed with which 
it has been produced. Neither Prof. Mahaffy nor I saw the 
papyrus until June 1894, and the work of publication had to 
be suspended from November 1894-April 1895 owing to my 
enforced absence in Egypt, a delay which however has amply 
justified itself by the recovery during the winter of the second 
roll. It is possible that a longer period of deliberation would 
have resulted in fewer difficulties in the text and greater com- 
pleteness in the explanations. But I have not wished to violate 
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the traditional example which this country has set to the rest of 
Europe, of placing its latest discoveries before the world with 


the utmost possible despatch. 
Meanwhile, in the words of one of my predecessors in 
this field of research, Ludzcent doctiores, et si quid probabilius 


habuerint, proferant, 


B. P. GRENFELL. 


QUEEN’S COLLEGE, 
October 5, 1895. 
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INTRODUCTION 
TO THE REVENUE PAPYRUS. 


§ τ. GENERAL DEscrIpTION. 


Since the discovery of the collection now known as Mr. 
Petrie’s papyri, of which the mummy cases of the Gurob cemetery 
were mainly composed, no greater surprise has come upon the 
students of Ptolemaic Egyptology than the acquisition, by the 
same discoverer, of another great document belonging to the 
third century Β.6. In the year 1894 Mr. Petrie bought from 
a dealer in Cairo a roll which is actually 44 feet long. There was 
no clear evidence to be had concerning its provenance, but the 
probability that it came from the Fayoum was raised to certainty 
by Mr. Grenfell in 1895, since he acquired, not only at Cairo, 
but in the Fayoum, further very important fragments so similar 
in texture, handwriting, and subject, as to make it clear that they 
belonged to the same roll or set of rolls. Most unfortunately, 
Mr. Petrie’s great roll had been broken near the top, probably 
by a stroke of the spade, at the moment of its discovery, from 
some fellah digging for sedach or for antiquities, and moreover 
the whole roll was in the most delicate and brittle condition. It 
could not be opened with safety without pasting down each 
fragment as it was detached from the rest, and all the skill and 


patience of Mr, Petrie were required to carry out so tedious an 
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operation. Even after this was done, many replacements and 
rearrangements were necessary, which could only be made by 
Mr. Grenfell after he had become perfectly intimate with the 
subject and style of the document. To him is due the first 
transcription of the document; since that time we have con- 
stantly discussed the difficulties, re-examined the original on 
every doubtful passage, and solved many of the problems which 
at first resisted his efforts. In September, 1894, Mr. Grenfell 
went to Rome, and consulted Prof. G. Lumbroso on several un- 
settled points. In our final conference over remaining difficulties, 
we have had the advantage of the advice, the corroboration, and 
in a few passages the corrections of Prof. Wilcken, who spent 
a week with us (August, 1895) in Oxford, and examined with us 
these passages with constant reference to the original, which is 
now one of the treasures of the Bodleian Library. We have 
thus had the advantage of the criticism of the two foremost 
specialists on Ptolemaic papyri in Europe. 

As regards the present state of the text, it will readily be 
understood that nothing could save for us the outer parts of 
the roll, which had been exposed to wear and handling. The 
middle part of all the earlier columns was gone. It was only 
as the interior was reached that we found any large proportion 
of the writing preserved. 

Fortunately the whole document was written on the vecto 
side of the papyrus, with the exception of two short notes added 
by a corrector and specially referred to by the curious direction 
E=Q OPA, look outside, at the point of the text (cols. 41, 43) 
to which each of them belongs. It was accordingly necessary to 
set up these columns only between panes of glass; the rest has 
been laid upon sheets of paper and framed. The roll as 
originally opened contained 72 columns of text, but the frag- 
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ments since acquired, which apparently belong to a sister roll 
wrapped round it, bring up the total number of columns, accord- 
ing to Mr. Grenfell’s estimate, to 107, with some undetermined 
fragments. I must refer the reader to his translation and 
commentary for the details which justify our general conclu- 
sions, and for a discussion of the many particular problems raised 
by this great new document. The only text which evidently 
bears a close analogy to it is the well-known Papyrus 62 
of the Louvre collection! This, as it both illustrates and is 
illustrated by the present documents, has been re-examined in 
Paris, collated, and printed by Mr. Grenfell in a more accurate 
form in this volume. He has also added some unpublished 
fragments of the Petrie papyri on cognate subjects. 


§ 2. AGE or THE Document. 


The dates extant in the document are not only of the 
greatest importance in fixing its precise age, but also because 
they suggest some important rectifications of the hitherto ac- 
cepted facts of Ptolemaic history, and of the theories adopted 
to explain them. It was plain at first sight, to any reader of the 
Petrie papyri, that the various hands in the new document were 
all of the third century B.c. The occurrence of the year 27 in 
several places made it further certain that it must have been 
issued during the reign of the first or the second Ptolemy, for 
of the succeeding kings, no successor till the sixth (known as 
Ptolemy VII, Philometor) attained to so many years’ sovranty. 

The opening formula (cf. Plate I) might very well have 
misled us into attributing the ordinance to the first Ptolemy ; 
for although such a formula as it now represents has never yet 
occurred, it could hardly, taken as it stands, signify any one else. 


1 Cf. Les pap. grecs du Musée du Louvre, Paris, 1866. 
ς 2 
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Nevertheless we were not for a moment misled by this snare. 
The second date (col. 24), which is also reproduced in our first 
plate, though very much mutilated, was clearly parallel to 
that occurring once in the Petrie papyri, and found also in 
demotic contracts; it was a formula used by the second 
Ptolemy, after he had associated his son (afterwards Euergetes I) 
in the royalty. I need not now refer to the fanciful theory of 
Revillout, which is wholly inconsistent with this, but which 
has now been so completely refuted that he himself has probably 
abandoned it. So far then we find ourselves on firm ground, 
and the date on cols, 24 and 38 is equivalent to 259-8 B.c., the 
twenty-seventh year of Ptolemy usually called Philadelphus 1. 
But why does the first column contain a new and strange 
formula? The Petrie papyri show us in the king’s later years 
(33, 36) a well-known title: BACIAEYONTOC MTOAEMAIOY 
TOY MTOAEMAIOY CQTHPOC, and this I attempted to find 
here, by assuming that the second NTOAEMAIOY had been 
lost between the scraps containing TOY and CQTHPOC. To 
this solution Mr. Grenfell was from the first opposed, as he 
urged that the two scraps fitted perfectly together. But I was 
not satisfied till Mr. Grenfell, arguing that the word CQTHPOC 
had been thrust in at the end of a full line, and that even so 


1 As is now well known, we have no evidence that he was so called during his 
life, though his wife was. The king and queen jointly are called OEOI AAEAQOOI. 
Strangely enough, we have as yet found no epithet, such as Soter, by which he 
was recognized, till at least a century later, when he is distinguished by historians, 
&c. for convenience sake, by his wife’s title. Thus in Manetho’s letter dedicating 
the history to the second Ptolemy, of which Syncellus quotes the opening Bac. 
Πτολ. Φιλαδελφῴ σεβαστῷ κιτιλ. ἔρρωσό μοι Bac. φίλτατε, it was long since 
observed that σεβαστῷ was an evidence of spuriousness. We now know that 
Φιλαδελφῷ is so also, and lastly that ἔρρωσο would be an unpardonable piece of 
rudeness, Manetho being bound to say εὐτύχει. 
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there was no room therein for another NTOAEMAIOY, hit upon 
the true solution. He suggested that the erasures immediately 
under the first line, as well as the crowded and smaller characters 
of the word CQTHPOC, pointed to a correction of the date. 
Even so, the corrector must have blundered, for he should 
have left MTOAEMAIOY in the second line, and there added 
CQTHPOC. But on re-examining the original according to this 
theory, I found the remains of the old formula still faintly 
visible in the second line, and this was corroborated by Mr. 
Grenfell and Professor Wilcken. What happened was then 
briefly this. The corrector desired to replace the older formula 
by the later; but he erased too much, and then added his new 
word in the wrong place. Though the document was officially 
corrected, as is stated twice over, the corrector was fortunately 
guilty of the further negligence of leaving the old formula un- 
disturbed on col. 24, thus enabling us to solve the difficulty. 
There remains the highly interesting question : why should 
the second Ptolemy have not only changed the formula of his 
dates in his twenty-seventh year, but also have removed the 
name of his son, the crown prince, now of age and the accepted 
heir, to substitute for it the title of his deified father? Demotic 
scholars and numismatists are ready with an answer on the last 
point. They maintain that the first Ptolemy was not formally 
deified till long after his death. It is shown on apparently 
good evidence by Revillout and Poole that this deification 
took place in the twenty-fifth year of the reign’. Even then the 
gods Soteres were not introduced into the list of deified kings, 
beginning with Alexander, whose priest was eponymous magis- 
trate at Alexandria. But as the cities of Phoenicia began to 
coin with the legend MTOAEMAIOY CQTHPOC at this time, it 
1 Cf. Coins of the Ptolemies, p. XXxv. 
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is but reasonable to expect that the king would also now style 
himself Ptolemy, son of Ptolemy Soter. 

So far the change is explicable, but how can we account for 
the extrusion of his son, now for some years appearing in the 
royal formula? For this Krall and Wilcken, with others, have 
adopted the hypothesis of an unknown son of Queen Arsinoe II, 
born after her marriage with this Ptolemy, and associated by 
her influence in the royalty, to the exclusion of the elder crown 
prince, her stepson’. This supposed youth is further assumed 
to have died when he was nearly grown up, and so to have 
given occasion for a change of the formula. This complicated 
series of assumptions, which has been consistently opposed by 
Wiedemann, is highly improbable in itself, and contradicted by 
good evidence. In the first place it were passing strange that all 
our historical authorities should keep silence on such a matter. 
The crimes of Arsinoe in her earlier life are well known, and 
had she indeed compelled Philadelphus to oust his elder children 
for a new heir, not only would she have murdered them if she 
could, but we should certainly have heard of this family feud. 
The very well informed scholiast on Theocritus’ 17th Idyll (1. 128) 
even states directly the contrary. He says that Arsinoe being 
childless—drexvos, her elder children had been murdered, and 
she had none by Philadelphus—adopted her step-children, and 
more especially Euergetes, who is called in all the formulae of 
his own dates, the son of Ptolemy and [of this] Arsinoe, ΘΕΩΝ 
AAEAOQN. This then is the young prince who appears with 
his parents on the steles of Pithom and of Mendes?, nor is 


1 Krall, Szézungsber. of Vienna Acad. for 1884, pp. 362 sqq-; Wilcken, art. 
ArsInoE in Paully-Wissowa’s Lincyclop. ii. p. 1286; Ehrlich, De Callim. Hymnis 
Quaest. Chronol. (Breslau, 1894), p. 56. 

2 Wilcken was the first to call attention to these Tepteseniawons; as well as to 
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there any positive evidence for the conjecture of Wilcken, that 
this figure points to the newly assumed son of Arsinoe II. The 
lady must have been forty years old when she became Queen of 
Egypt, so that a new child would have been remarkable, and 
would from this very circumstance have excited unusual notice. 
His assumption into thé succession would moreover not have 
been delayed till the king’s nineteenth year, from which Revil- 
lout has found the first mention of an associated prince, and 
from this time on we have mention of him in years 21, 22, and 24, 
not to speak of the present case in 27. These facts lead us to 
infer that though recognized as prince royal in earlier Egyptian 
documents, such as the steles to which Wilcken has first called 
attention, Euergetes was not formally associated in the sovranty 
till he had reached the age of puberty, when Arsinoe, his step- 
mother, was growing old, and the king’s health was failing. 

The question, however, remains more strange, more pressing 
than ever—why was the crown prince’s name removed from the 
formula starting from the year 27 (B.c. 25978) of his father’s 
reign? After much perplexity, I have found what seems to me 
the true answer to this question. 

We know that the prince had been already betrothed to the 
infant daughter of King Magas of Cyrene, who died, according 
to the most probable computation of his fifty years’ reign, at 
this very time. The queen-mother of Cyrene, Apama, who 
was opposed to the match, promptly sent for Demetrius 
the Fair, who hurried at once to occupy Cyrene. The whole 
narrative in Justin, our only and wretched authority, points to 


one at Philae (Lepsius, Denkmdler, iv. 6 a), where Isis is represented suckling the 
young prince. He infers from the youth of this figure that it must be an infant 
son of Arsinoe II. But as the date of the relief is not given, it may have been set 
up just after her adoption of the future Euergetes, and while he was but a child. 
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a most rapid course of events'. But Demetrius commenced an 
intrigue with Apama, instead of waiting for the time when he 
could marry her heiress-daughter, Berenike, and was put to death 
with the knowledge, though not at the instigation of the child- 
princess. Thereupon, by common consent, Euergetes is called to 
Cyrene, and the marriage with Berenike follows, possibly as soon 
as the princess was of age, but in any case some years later. 
It has sometimes been assumed, perhaps on the suggestion of 
a blunder in Porphyry’s fragment, which confuses this Demetrius 
with Demetrius II], King of Macedonia, that the usurpation of 
the intruder at Cyrene lasted for some years?. There is no 
evidence for this. Nay, the words of Justin imply that the 
whole affair only occupied a few months. If so, and if Euergetes 
was called by the people of Cyrene to assume the government 
as prince consort expectant, he doubtless assumed a title there 
inconsistent with his associated rank in Egypt. The Cyrenaeans 
would have been offended that the second in command of 
Egypt should assume their sovranty; in any case it would have 
been a direct absorption of the royalty of Cyrene into the 


1 Justin xxvi. rrr ‘Per idem tempus rex Cyrenarum Magas decedit, qui ante 
infirmitatem Beronicem, unicam filiam, ad finienda cum Ptolomeo fratre certamina 
filio eius desponderat. Sed post mortem regis mater virginis Arsinoe [of course 
Apama], ut invita se contractum matrimonium solveretur, misit qui ad nuptias 
virginis regnumque Cyrenarum Demetrium, fratrem regis Antigoni, a Macedonia 
arcesserent, qui et ipse ex filia Ptolomei [Soteris] procreatus est. Sed nec 
Demetrius moram fecit. Itaque quum secundante vento celeriter Cyrenas advo- 
lasset; fiducia pulchritudinis, qua nimis placere socrui coeperat, statim a principio 
superbus regiae familiae militibusque impotens erat, studiumque placendi a virgine 
in matrem contulerat. Quae res suspecta primo virgini, dein popularibus militi- 
busque invisa fuit. Itaque versis omnium animis in Ptolomei filium insidiae 
Demetrio comparantur, cui, cum in lectum socrus concessisset, percussores 
inmittuntur.’ 

? Porph. 27. 4, ὃ 9 in Miller, “AG iii. p. 701. 


INTRODUCTION XXV 


crown of Egypt, whereas the dynastic rights of the popular 
Berenike were to be preserved, so far as possible, intact’. More- 
over, Euergetes must have been obliged to hurry to Cyrene, 
and to remain there in charge of the disturbed and doubtful 
throne. It was, I believe, against the habit of these associations 
in the sovranty that the associated prince should be sent to 
govern a distant province or dependency. Though the old 
Pharaohs had called their eldest sons ‘ prince of Kush,’ I cannot 
find an instance where the associated crown prince of Egypt was 
called prince of Cyrene, of Cyprus, or of Palestine. 

My reply then to the question for which an answer is im- 
peratively demanded, is simply this: In the year 27, or perhaps 
28, of Philadelphus’ reign, his son, the crown prince, was called 
to an independent control, probably with the title of king, by 
the people of Cyrene; owing to which his title as associated 
prince of Egypt was abandoned, being probably contrary to 
court etiquette, as it certainly would be to the susceptibilities of 
the Cyrenaeans ”. 


1 Thus in. the inscription of Adule, in which Euergetes enumerates all the 
provinces of the empire which he inherited from his father, Cyrene is (no doubt 
studiously) omitted. 

? Strange to say, there is another consideration, overlooked hitherto, which helps 
to remove the difficulty occasioned by the delay in Euergetes’ marriage till he 
became King of Egypt. In most other monarchies a suitable bride is found for 
the crown prince as soon as he is of age; in Ptolemaic Egypt I have observed 
with surprise that this is against the practice of the court, though the reigning 
Prolemies marry as early as posstble. Philadelphus, though grown up in 290 B.c., 
does not apparently marry till his assumption of royalty, in the opinion of some 
critics, not till his father is dead. Euergetes, though long grown up, seems to have 
no wife till his accession. Philopator, succeeding at about the age of twenty-four, 
has no wife till some years later. We hear of no wife of Euergetes II till he 
succeeds in middle life and marries the widowed queen. So it is (with one 
exception) down to the case of Caesarion, who would doubtless have been 
married before his early death, but for this curious court tradition. A satisfactory 


d 


xxvl REVENUE LAWS OF PTOLEMY PHILADELPHUS. 


A few words will suffice concerning the other dates occurring 
in the papyrus, and appended to those earlier documents, which 
are cited as standing orders. The royal rescript ordering the 
transmutation of the EKTH from a privilege of the temples into 
a gift to the queen is dated in the twenty-third year of the reign. 
In order to discover the average yearly value, the tax produced 


explanation of it I have not yet found. But the following suggestion is worth 
making upon this new problem. Among the later Ptolemies we hear of a daughter 
succeeding, because she was the only legitimate one (ἡ μόνη γνησία of τῶν παίδων ἦν, 
Paus. i. 9, § 2), whereas there were younger children of the same parents who 
must have been equally entitled to succeed but for their age. I have often 
puzzled over this statement. It now seems to me intended to point out that 
the child in question was the eldest born after her father had succeeded to 
the throne, and that previous children born of the same mother were regarded 
as νόθοι when the question of the succession arose. In the corresponding 
passage of Strabo (xvii. 1, § 11) it is even stated ὧν pia γνησία ἡ πρεσβυτάτη, κιτιλ., 
which, I think, should certainly be emended to ἡ οὐ πρεσβυτάτη, ‘ who, though not 
the eldest, was the only legitimate heiress.’ The text as it stands seems to me 
to have no point whatever. If this be so, there were obvious reasons why a crown 
prince should not marry. All the children begotten before his accession would be 
technically illegitimate, as not being the offspring of an actual king and queen, 
and the danger of having such elder children about the court was, of course, 
very great. Perhaps this explains the (false) declaration of the court poets 
that Philadelphus was marked out for sovranty while still in his mother’s womb. 
Thus, too, we might find some reason for the apparently tyrannous act of 
Cleopatra III, widow of Euergetes II, who, when she was compelled by the 
Alexandrians to associate her eldest son (Lathyrus or Soter II) in the throne, 
compelled him to divorce his wife and sister Cleopatra, who had already borne 
him two children, and marry her younger daughter, Selene. These two children 
disappear from history, as if they had no right to the throne, unless, indeed, 
Auletes was one of them, and he is always spoken of as e/egztimate. Without 
the aid of some hypothesis of this kind we cannot understand the monstrous and 
absurd facts retailed for us out of all logical connexion by the remaining histories 
of the Ptolemies. It is not improbable that Ptolemy Apion, who ruled for many 
years undisputedly over Cyrene, was an elder son of Euergetes II, borne to him 
by a Cyrenaic or Egyptian princess during his sovranty there, and whom he left 
behind in control, when he became King of Egypt in 146 B.c. 
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in the previous years (cols. 36, 37) is to be ascertained. We 
know from independent sources that the deification of Arsinoe 
Philadelphus was gradual ; that she attained divine honours first 
at one, then at another of the Egyptian temples. The establish- 
ment of a cazephoros or eponymous priestess in her honour, at 
Alexandria, which dates as far back as the year 19 of the reign, 
according to demotic documents, appeared to be the climax or 
consummation of this gradual apotheosis. We now know that, 
practically at least, the process was not complete till the king’s 
twenty-third year, when she absorbed one of the great revenues 
of all the Egyptian gods. 


ᾧ 3. SuBJECTS TREATED IN THE DocuMENT. 


Having determined the date we approach the contents of 
the text. What is the subject? Clearly the taxing of the 
country. We know from many literary sources that the land of 
Egypt was in a great measure regarded (even in old Pharaonic 
days) as the personal property of the sovran’, and that in no 
kingdom of the Hellenistic epoch was the Exchequer more 
carefully attended to, or the income of the king so great. The 
Ptolemies always appear in the history of those days as com- 
manding enormous wealth. Even queens and princesses have 
such fortunes that they can raise armies, and carry on wars 
on their own account. There can only have been two sources 
of such wealth—commerce and agriculture. For it does not 
appear that the gold mines of Nubia afforded any considerable 
portion of the royal revenue; had such been the case, we should 
have found a much wider use of gold coinage than existed in 
Ptolemaic Egypt. The largest item in the exchequer was 
doubtless the revenue derived, not only from the taxing of 


1 Cf, the account of the matter in Genesis xiv, 18-26. 
d 2 Χ ἐν tt 
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produce, but from its regulation. The Petrie papyri have 
already made us acquainted with a variety of imposts, such 
as salt-tax, police-tax, grazing-tax, and even occasional benevo- 
lences called crowns (the Roman aurum coronarium) presented 
to the king as a gift, but a gift extracted from the population 
by compulsion. 

The present ordinance (putting aside the most mutilated 
columns and the fragments recently acquired by Mr. Grenfell) 
is concerned with only two of these sources of revenue, 
but we may well believe that they were two of the most 
important: the first is the tax upon vineyards and orchards; 
the second that upon oil, or rather the revenue from the mono- 
poly exercised in the case of that indispensable article of 
Egyptian diet. As the revenues both from wine and from oil 
were farmed out to middlemen, the present Revenue Papyrus 
is concerned exclusively with the regulation of these contracts 
with the State. In both cases it is very likely that the 
Ptolemies merely adopted and regulated the practice of the 
Pharaohs ; nay, in the former, they only extended a policy long 
since adopted by these kings. There had been a time when 
the ‘Established Church’ was so dominant as to secure 
enormous estates and revenues from the Crown. The inventory 
of the property of the temples of Amon in the Harris papyrus ", 
and the fact that the twentieth dynasty was one of sacerdotal 
kings, whose first interest was the exaltation of priestly influence, 
show us plainly enough that the Egyptian corporations of priests, 


* On this point I feel some hesitation, as the regulations concerning oil 
(col. 49) seem to imply that the monopoly was an innovation at this very 
time. Otherwise there could hardly have been private oil-presses recognized 
as existing, without being contraband. 

> Cf A. Erman’s Aegyp/en, p. 405 544. 
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like the mediaeval Church in Europe, had gradually absorbed 
a great part of the property of the State. But the reaction had 
set in long before the Ptolemies supervened. Successful soldiers 
who became kings had begun to strip the temples gradually of 
their estates, and there is not wanting direct evidence of the 
remonstrances and complaints of the sacerdotal corporations. 
Every successful usurper began by restoring lost revenues to 
the priests in order to purchase their powerful support ; every 
established dynasty proceeded to exhibit its security by in- 
vading the privileges of this order. Thus we know that the first 
Ptolemy admitted the claims of the priests to large revenues in 
the Delta, near the Sebennytic mouth of the river—revenues, 
too, which they claimed as the gift of a previous usurper'. The 
present papyrus contains a step in the contrary direction; for we 
know from it that in the twenty-third year of the second Ptolemy 
the share of one-sixth of the produce of all the vineyards and 
orchards in Egypt, hitherto given to the gods of Egypt, and 
apparently delivered by the husbandmen at the nearest temple, 
was claimed by the queen, in consequence of her deification. 
The stele of Pithom and that of Mendes commemorate, it is 
true, vast gifts of money from this king and queen to the priests. 
Very probably this may have been regarded as a sort of com- 
pensation; but the change of the ecclesiastical property from 
revenues or charges on the land of the country into a yearly 
grant or syntaxis from the Crown must have been felt as a loss 
of dignity, and probably of wealth. For whenever the Crown 
fell into pecuniary difficulties, the syntaxis could be diminished 
or refused?. It is very likely that the national insurrections, so 
1 Cf. the text translated in my Greek Life and Thought, &c., p. 176 sq. 


2 Thus the Roman Catholic priesthood of Ireland received for their College at 
Maynooth a yearly syntaxis of over £26,000 from the British Government up to 
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frequent under the later Ptolemies, were aided by priestly dis- 
content at this subordination of their wealth to the Crown. 
The very command to furnish an inventory of sacred property, 
such as the king here issues (col. 87. 15—7), must have appeared 
a gross insult to these proud conservative corporations. 

Such however being the case, we may be certain that the 
bulk of the duties to the local temples were paid not in money, 
but in kind, and this ancient and once universal form of tax 
makes the institution of tax-farmers, under a _ centralized 
government, almost a necessity. And the State, in contracting 
with private individuals or with joint stock companies, allows 
them a certain profit for the cost and trouble of collecting such 
taxes, and is content to take from them a fixed income. This 
income in the instance before us was not indeed fixed for 
more than one or two years, but in every recurring case it was 
settled by public auction, the State selling the right of collection 
and sale of the produce paid as tax, or even of money taxes, to 
the highest bidder. It is easy to see that many precautions 
were necessary to secure the State against loss. Then 
as now, dishonesty towards State charges, especially if they 
be felt oppressive or unjust, is regarded as hardly an offence 
against morality, or at most as a very venial offence, and so 
a very careful householder, such as the Egyptian sovran, had 
need to protect himself. The most obvious policy was to 
play off each of the parties concerned against the rest. There 
were three separate interests to afford scope for this diplomacy. 


the year 1870, but they were quite content to take fourteen years’ purchase of it 
then in a lump sum, which brought them in only half the yearly amount, in order 
to attain security in their endowment, and an escape from inquiries in Parliament 
and by Royal Commissions: they also feel just as much at liberty to abet the 
national aspirations against the Crown as the Egyptian priesthood did. 
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First come, naturally, the Government officials in each district, 
who must not be allowed to have any private pecuniary interests 
to conflict with their loyalty to the king. Secondly come the 
contractors who undertake the collection of taxes. They 
must be rich men, at least men who can find good security to 
guarantee the State against loss, and such men must on the one 
hand be induced to come forward by allowing them considerable 
profits, and hence promoting competition for the contract, 
whilst on the other they must not be allowed to damage the 
State by combining to bid low at the auction, or again by 
extorting from the population more than was due to the State. 
Thirdly, the taxpayer must be protected from oppression, and 
also punished for dishonesty to the State, by allowing. stringent 
inquisition into his produce in the latter case, facilities of appeal 
to an umpire in the former. Such are the general lines of the 
legislation before us. 


§ 4. Division or SupyEcTS INTO CHAPTERS. 


The first chapter or division (A), cols. 1-22, so far as we 
can understand its mutilated text, contained the regulations 
governing the relations of the Government officials in each 
district, particularly of the OIKONOMOC and his deputy or 
ANTIFPA®EYC, to the men or companies of men who undertook 
the farming of the revenue. It appears from col. 15 that no 
such official was allowed to take any such contract, either per- 
sonally or through his slaves—an obvious precaution which 
separated at once the official from the tax-farming class, In 
this chapter the regulations seem to be quite general; no 
special tax is even once mentioned. 

The second chapter (B), contained in cols. 23-37, is far more 
definite, and contains the orders and regulations for the trans- 
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mutation of the share (ANOMOIPA) of one-sixth of the produce 
of all the vineyards and orchards of Egypt, hitherto paid to 
gods of Egypt, into a Government tax, payable to the deified 
queen Arsinoe Philadelphus. The just assessment and collection 
of this tax must have been very difficult ; for much of it had 
been paid to the local temples; the produce of wine is always 
very variable: the new form of the tax must have been 
unpopular ; the State is therefore not satisfied with a statement 
under affidavit from each cultivator, but authorizes the farmer 
of the tax to watch the vintage, to pry into the profits, and to 
secure both his own advantage and that of the State. This 
supervision of the actual gathering of the crop is likely to 
entail great hardships on the cultivator, for the inspector may 
not attend when the time of harvest requires the crop to be 
saved, and may exact bribes from the peasants either for his 
prompt attendance or for an estimate favourable to themselves 1, 
These contingencies are provided for here, as they are not in 
modern states which levy similar taxes, by permitting the 
peasants to gather grapes and make wine under protest that it 
cannot be delayed, and transact the payment of the tax directly 
with the Government officials. For the details I must refer 
the reader to the commentary. 

Wherever this share of the gods (ATOMOIPA) occurs, we 
find coupled together vineyards and orchards (MAPAAEICOl). 
This is the case both in the Petrie papyri and on the Rosetta 
stone, as well as in other fragments of that period. All the 
regulations concerning the making and storing of wine from the 
AMMEAQNEC are given us explicitly enough. But when we 
come to inquire what was the produce of the TITAPAAEICOI, 


1 Such is the case now in Turkey, and is, or was, the case in Greece, when 
taxes were assessed upon standing crops, before they could be reaped. 
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and why they were coupled with vineyards in this tax, we 
come upon a serious difficulty. What is meant by the term, 
and is our orchard a proper equivalent? It was adopted by 
Xenophon from the Persians, among whom it meant a park 
with trees, even large enough for a game preserve. It is 
distinguished not only from a vineyard, but from a garden 
(KHTTOC) in a document among the Petrie papyri (II. p. 68). 
Another document in that series contrasts it with a palm- 
grove (®OINIKQN), apparently for taxing purposes. Another 
specifies a pumpkin-field (CIKYHPATON). What then was 
the produce of a faradeisos in a country where very few 
kinds of fruit-trees grow? There is but one column (29) 
which deals with MAPAAEICOI, without closer specification, 
except that here an estimate of the value is to be made in 
money, and the sixth paid in money, not in kind. Were it not 
for this provision, I should be inclined to hold that the crop 
of the paradersoz which paid the sixth to the gods was no other 
than grapes. For we know that in such climates it is both 
grateful and convenient to grow vines as creepers on trees and 
trellises, and we have in the Petrie papyri (I. xxix.) one distinct 
mention of an ANAAENAPAC which is exactly a case in point. 
As it is by this established that vines were so grown, how is 
it that there is no mention of the axzadendras in the present 
careful legislation concerning grapes and wine? Here again 
the obvious answer is that such cultivation came under the 
title of TIAPAAEICO!, and that the fruit of these orchards 
consisted chiefly, if not wholly, of grapes. It seems to me 
exceedingly improbable that in a country noted for its very 
careful and varied agriculture, any number of different pro- 
ducts should be confused under the title KAPTTOC, as in col. 29. 
13, without any apparent enumeration. I therefore still incline 
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to the belief that the ATOMOIPA was a sacred due on wine 
only, probably coeval with its introduction into Egypt in 
ancient times, and that, as all the succeeding chapter of our 
papyrus relates exclusively to oil, so this does to wine. But 
as I have not been able to persuade either Mr. Grenfell or 
Prof. Wilcken that this is so, and as they do not feel the 
difficulty which I have here stated to be of serious weight, 
I shall not here press the matter further }. 


ᾧ 5. Tue State Monopory ΙΝ OIL. 


We now turn to the third part (C) of the papyrus, which 
concerns exclusively the State monopoly in oil. It was this 
part of the text, which is in a far better state of preservation 
than the rest, which led me at first to use the term Monopoly 
Papyrus for the whole. But seeing that the growing of wine 
and of orchard produce, treated in the second chapter, was 
not a monopoly, and that the first chapter is quite general, 
Mr. Grenfell thought the word too narrow, and proposed to 
call it the Revenue Papyrus. But this term, now adopted, is 
really too wide. For so far as we can see, no source of 
revenue is anywhere discussed in it which is not levied 
through middlemen, through tax-farmers, and in no case are 
the officials to deal directly with the peasants, unless the tax- 
farmer fails to perform his duties. But for its awkwardness, 
the éaxfarming, and but for its pedantry, the Zeoxzce Papyrus 
would be the most accurate designation. 

The manufacture of wine was only under State control in 

~the same way that our manufacture of beer and spirits is, for 
in both cases there is no limitation of the amount produced 


* At the close of this Introduction the reader will find an important inscription 
bearing on this topic discussed. Cf. also Mr. Grenfell’s note, pp. 94-6. 


INTRODUCTION. XXXV 


or the retail price demanded, but an inquiry into the actual 
quantity as a basis for taxation; in both cases the excise takes 
care to watch and register the amount produced in each locality 
of manufacture, and so far to pry into private industry. 

The manufacture of oil was carried on under quite different 
conditions, such for instance as that of tobacco is in some modern 
states. For here not only is all private enterprise forbidden, but 
the very amount of seed to be sown, the amount of oil produced, 
the retail price—all these are fixed with the greatest care. 
Importation of oil for trading purposes is strictly forbidden, 
and every care is taken to secure a fixed income from this 
source for the State. There is reason to believe that there 
were other productions laid under this restriction. Papyrus 
is said to have become extinct owing to a private monopoly}, 
probably introduced to prevent the library of Pergamum from 
obtaining it in large quantities or on easy terms. But in 
the present case the State takes special care that a sufficient 
quantity of oil shall be produced each year. For this the oeco- 
nomus and the nomarchs are bound to provide, and in case of 
difficulty in procuring seed the State is even prepared to advance 
it to the cultivator, just as in Ulster, thirty years ago, landlords 
commonly advanced flax-seed to their tenants, in order that the 
crop might be sown in good time. In most Ulster leases of 
that day there was also a clause restricting the amount upon 
each farm, in the landlord’s interest, lest the tenant should 
exhaust the land with this crop. 

The first point of interest in this section is the total absence 
of olive oil. This in itself was no small evidence of the 
antiquity of the ordinance, for we know from Strabo that in ‘ 
his day the olive was quite at home in the Fayoum, and we 

' Strabo, xvii. 1, ὃ 15. 
e2 
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may presume that the large settlement of Greeks there during 
Philadelphus’ reign soon brought this favourite tree from their 
old homes into this rich province. But it was only here, and 
in the neighbourhood of Alexandria, apparently in the specially 
Greek parts of Egypt, that it was even in his day cultivated. 

The oils dealt with in the chapter before us are mainly of 
two kinds: sesame oil, and kiki, which is our castor oil, made 
from the croton-plant, a tall shrub, with a ferruginous glow 
upon its dark green leaves, which may yet be seen cultivated 
for the.same purpose in Upper Egypt and Nubia. This latter 
is, however, a foetid oil, mainly used for lamps. In addition 
to these two, which seem to be the principal products, 
other kinds are mentioned, viz. colocynth oil, made from the 
seeds of gourds; cwectnum, made from the head of a thistle 
or artichoke; and linseed oil’. It is not quite certain how far 
the production of these lesser kinds was controlled, but the 
chief kinds were certainly both grown and gathered under 
State supervision; the oil was made in State presses; it was 
sold by the middlemen to the retailers in each village by 
auction, and was retailed at fixed prices. 


1 We read in Pliny, V. #. xix. 5 (26) ‘Aegypto mire celebratur [raphanus] 
olei propter fertilitatem quod e semine eius faciunt. Hoc maxime cupiunt serere, 
si liceat, quoniam et quaestus plus quam e frumento, et minus tributi est nullum- 
que ibi copiosius oleum.’ This seems to be the ῥαφανέλαιον of Dioscorides, i. 26, 
and is therefore a species of oil additional to all those mentioned in our papyrus. 
The variety now called oleifera of the Raphanus sativus is still used in Egypt and 
Nubia for the purpose. Pliny speaks (xv. 7) of the sesamine, and also of the 
kiki, or castor oil, of which he describes the manufacture, likewise of the cnecitnum 
if we adopt a discarded MS. reading now rehabilitated (I think) by our papyrus. 
He calls the cnecus a sort of urfca, a thistle, probably a species of artichoke. The 
various aromatic oils mentioned by him and by Dioscorides, and used both for 
medicines and unguents, have their parallel in the curious list I have published in 
the Pet, Pap. ii. p. [114]. 
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The details of this legislation are amply illustrated in 
Mr. Grenfell’s commentary, but, as might be expected, many 
are the difficulties which arise in the interpretation. For in 
all such documents, the most necessary assumptions are those 
which every contemporary reader took for granted as obvious, 
whereas we have to infer or detect them from stray and casual 
allusions. 

In the whole of this intricate legislation, intended to secure 
the State from loss, the peasants from oppression, the middle- 
men from injustice, the restrictions are so precise, the room 
for profit on the part of the middlemen so small, that we are 
at a loss to know why men of wealth or of credit should 
have competed at auction for a business so onerous and 
so invidious. 


§ 6. THE CornacE. 


The next question is one constantly suggested in this 
papyrus, but which has long agitated the minds of those who 
deal with the political economy of Ptolemaic Egypt, and espe- 
cially with that of the third century 8.6. It is the relation 
of silver, to copper in the many prices which are set down 
sometimes in the one, sometimes in the other. On the compli- 
cated questions of the standard metal, the rate of exchange, 
and the ratio of weights under the Ptolemies, Mr. Grenfell has 
attained to a new solution which seems both simple and satis- 
factory, and which, if it be generally adopted, will save the 
world from much idle speculation. I shall not here anticipate 
his discoveries, but merely refer the reader particularly to this 
important feature in the book, Appendix ITI. 
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§ 7. Tue Varieties oF Lanp TENURE. 


Another interesting question raised by the present text 
is that of the variety of tenure in land (cols. 24 and 36) 
throughout Egypt. We have first the IEPA ΓῊ (which Prof. 
Wilcken restored for us in 36. 8), apparently not subject to 
the ANOMOIPA, though it appears from the Rosetta stone that 
there was a tax ofa KEPAMION per aroura due to the State upon 
its vineyards, remitted by Epiphanes. Then comes the land 
held in KAHPOI, or farms granted by the king to soldiers 
(ΚΛΗΡΟΥΧΟΙ), of which we hear so much in the Petrie papyri. 
There is further the land held EN AQPEAI, zz gift from the 
king. For that this must be the meaning appears plainly 
from parallel passages in the books of Maccabees (I. x. 29; 
II. iv. 31). This tenure, then, must have been either a life 
tenure, as opposed to the KAHPOC, which was hereditary, or 
must have referred to some other limitation, such as the 
produce of some particular crop, or the cession of the taxes 
due to the king from a definite estate. Another tenure, 
EN CYNTA=EI, is mentioned (48. 12) as distinguished from 
EN ΔΩΡΕΑΙ, but what is remarkable, both may include the 
possession of a village, as well as land. This points back to 
those cases where the king gave a favourite or a mistress the 
revenue of a town as a private gift. Possibly CYNTAZ=IC means 
by commutation of the various imposts for a yearly contribution, 
which the people could levy among themselves and pay to 
the State. Seeing that the document is corrected according to 
the copy of Apollonius the AIOIKHTHC, and that a man of 
this name appears in the Petrie papyri as holding this office 
in the Fayoum two years later, the conclusion is hardly to 
be avoided, that we have before us the copy of the ordinance 
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specially intended for this province, and accordingly that the 
KAHPOYXO! here mentioned are those whom we find in the 
province in the succeeding years. Hitherto we possess no 
definite evidence of such a class elsewhere in Egypt; the 
ITTTEIC KATOIKOI of the next century at Memphis or Thebes 
were evidently no landholders in the same sense. It is not 
impossible that though KAHPOYXIA is here stated quite gener- 
ally among the various forms of land tenure, this particular 
colony in the Fayoum may be intended. In any case, the 
documents quoted from the twenty-third year of the reign 
prove to us that the settlement of the Fayoum was not 
a sudden, but a gradual legislation. 

The Petrie papyri show us the extension of dykes and 
draining operations, and the larger reclaiming of land, which took 
place in the province in the twenty-ninth and thirtieth years 
of the reign. But the new title, Arszxozte nome, is not known 
in the present document, where the word H AIMNH is used, 
and this seems also the case with the earlier Petrie papyri. 
There is but one fragment among them of the thirtieth year 
(according to Mr. Grenfell) which speaks of the nome under 
its new name. We may therefore refer this honour done to 
the queen, probably in relation to her ceding part of her 
property in the fish of the lake for the reclaiming of land, to 
the last years of her life, possibly even to an act of gratitude 
passed after her decease. The fact of her being deified during 
her life prevents our laying any stress upon the curious simplicity 
with which she is named. She appears either as Arsinoe 
Philadelphus, or still more briefly as H ®IAAAEA®OC. But 
this absence of titles is here rather a distinction than the 
reverse. She appears simply as a goddess, like Aphrodite 
or Isis. I have commented elsewhere on the remarkable 
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absence of honorary titles in all the early papyri. The many 
grades of the official hierarchy which appear in the following 
centuries seem as yet unknown. Not only the king and queen, 
but the court officials appear without any cumbrous distinctions 
attached to their names. 


ᾧ 8. THe BurpDENS BORNE ΒΥ AGRICULTURE. 


What were the actual burdens of the husbandman, and 
what reward he got for his labour, will only be gradually 
determined, according as we gain more and more knowledge. 
Some of the prices given in this papyrus will help us in 
this inquiry. Hitherto our evidence comes either from other 
papyri on the same subject, or from ancient historians who 
tell us of the condition of other Hellenistic lands. The case 
of Syria and Palestine, as we find it in the books of Maccabees, 
and in Josephus’ A ztegueties of the Fews', affords us the closest 
analogies. It may not be considered irrelevant, in a general 
introduction like the present, to call attention to these parallel 
cases, which will help the reader to appreciate the details in 
the present document. 

But first as regards parallel papyri. In the Petrie collection 
there are several which have only become intelligible since 
we have examined them by the light of the present text. 
Thus the long list of names, and of sums which are multiples 
of seven *, which I had problematically set down as a taxing 
list (P. P. 11. xxviii.), I found to be a list of retailers of oil, and 
of the amounts which they undertake to sell, in accordance with 
the express direction of our papyrus (col. 47. 10-15). Another 
(xxxix. (a) ) is concerned with the amount of croton to be sown 

xii. 4 sq. 
° Cf. Mr. Grenfell’s explanation of these figures in Appendix III. 
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on each farm, and perhaps with the seed to be advanced. As 
regards the EKTH or ATTOMOIPA on wine henceforth to be paid 
to Arsinoe Philadelphus, we have not only IT. xxx. (e) and xlvi., 
but the papyrus Q of the Leiden collection, formerly referred 
to a later date. There is also P. P. II. xxvii. (1), which states 
the wine produce of a farm, and adds the one-sixth ox frudts and 
garlands of flowers, so that this produce is classed with that of 
the vineyard. This may be the meaning of adding TAPAAEICOI 
throughout section B of our papyrus to the AMTTEAQNEC. 

There is also an interesting letter, complete (P. P. 11. xi. (6) ), 
calling upon the oeconomus, or perhaps the tax-farmer, to 
attend on the next day but one, when the vine-grower was 
going to have his vintage, according to the ordinance in col. 25. 
Other coincidences are mentioned in Mr, Grenfell’s commentary, 
and in the Appendix to Part II of the Petrie papyri he has 
made some important corrections, or additions, to my readings 
of the fragments just cited. Thus the indirect light shed upon 
the early papyri we have found makes it certain that we shall 
be able to interpret future discoveries of the same kind with 
greater certainty, and ultimately reconstruct a definite and 
connected account of the whole financial system of the Ptolemaic 
Exchequer. 

As regards their external system, we have the curious 
narrative of Josephus, already cited, from which it appears that 
as regards Palestine and Coele-Syria, the leading notables went ~ 
down to Egypt to a yearly auction of the taxes, no doubt 
arranging on the way to what sum they would bid. But their 
calculations are upset by the young adventurer who offers the 
king a far larger sum, gets off giving security by cracking jokes 
with the king, and, taking an armed force to help him, demands 


higher taxes, confiscates the property (and even the lives) of 
f 
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recusants, and by remitting to the king a larger sum than he 
had promised, gains his favour and confidence, and remains con- 
troller of the taxes of Palestine for twenty years. Here the 
King of Egypt does no more than insist upon the punctual 
payment of a sum fixed at the auction; he gives, however, 
military support to his tax-farmer in carrying out any punish- 
ment which the latter deems necessary, and even threatens to 
take up the land and apportion it among new settlers, if his 
claims are not satisfied. But into the details he seems to 
make no inquiry. 

A very different picture of the taxation of the same province 
by the Seleucids appears in the documents quoted by Josephus 
from the books of the Maccabees, and dating a century later. 
If these documents indeed describe a normal state of things, 
we need not wonder that the rule of the Ptolemies was more 
popular in Palestine than that of their rivals at Antioch. The 
facts come out incidentally in the offers made by rival claimants 
to the Syrian throne, who are bidding for the support of the 
Jews. Even if the letters cited are not genuine copies of State 
documents, there is no reason to doubt that the author of them, 
especially in the first Maccabees, described an actual state of 
things. King Demetrius (Soter II, in 152 8.c.) writes (x. 20) : 
‘And now I let you off, and remit all the Jews from the taxes, and 
from the price of salt, and from the crowns (the Roman auraum 
coronartum), and what I was entitled to take in lieu of the third 
part of the sown crops and in lieu of the half of the tree crop.’ 
Many more imposts, such as the tolls on visitors to Jerusalem, 
are mentioned in the sequel. We have not only these, but 


1 Cf. also Josephus, A. //. xii. 3, § 3, for a similar letter from Antiochus the 
Great to an officer called Ptolemy concerning the Jews. We have here too 
τοῦ atepavitov φόρου, καὶ τοῦ περὶ τῶν ἁλῶν (not ἄλλων, as in most texts). 
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many other small taxes mentioned in the P. P. 11. xxxix. (e) (ἢ 
and in the rest of the collection which Mr. Grenfell is preparing 
for publication. 

A comparison of the respective burdens which the second 
Ptolemy demanded in 260 8,6. and the eighth Seleucid in 
150 8.6. is perhaps hardly possible from our evidence. It is 
likely, however, that the apparently much greater tax of 
50 per cent. on the crop of trees in Palestine may include 
the olive-oil crop, whereas this part of the Egyptian revenue 
was a seed crop, and, so far as we can see, the cultivator got 
a very small share of it. But these details must be left to the 
commentator. 


§9. THE Revision oF THE DocuMENT. 


The whole document has undergone corrections, as is ex- 
pressly stated more than once upon the face of it, and as appears 
from various erasures and changes, and in Part C from large 
additions. We can also show that this revision was carelessly 
done. From internal evidence, explained in the commentary, 
and from the curious repetition of a chapter (cols. 59 and 60) 
without any apparent reason, Mr. Grenfell was led to an acute 
conjecture concerning the whole appendix on the nomes which 
ensues. He believes that at this point (col. 58) the corrector 
desired to fasten on a supplementary roll, containing the revised 
list of nomes, but that he made the mistake of allowing the same 
chapter to appear twice, immediately before and after his new 
junction. The height of the papyrus, which here changes, is 
strongly in favour of this hypothesis. It appears from the 
fragments Mr. Grenfell has since acquired that another roll of 
the same character contained what we desiderated in Part A, 


a general account—besides regulations for special taxes—of the 
f2 
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working of the royal and local banks in regulating the accounts 
of the tax-farming. 

Unfortunately these fragments are in such a condition as 
to make all inferences from them hazardous. But there is 
one interpretation of cols. 73-8 which is worth setting down 
here, as it may suggest a new idea in reading other fragments, 
and will probably be established in course of time, if it indeed 
has hit the truth. If we were to read the heading AIATPAMMA 
TPATTEZQN QNHC, and consider the whole section as one 
regulating the farming out of local banks by the State, under 
the control of a central or BACIAIKH TPATIEZA in the capital 
of the nome, we should have found a new sort of tax-farming 
hitherto unsuspected. The existence of local banks in towns, 
and even villages, is made certain by 75. 1. The mention 
of buying the bank seems also beyond doubt (75. 4). It 
would seem quite reasonable that if so many local banks were 
required; if it were even necessary to make up accounts in 
each village daily, as is not impossible (cf. the difficult passage 
57. 15-6), some such sub-letting would be almost necessary 
to avoid an endless staff of Government officials, and if it 
did take place, it will probably be found that the Jews in 
Egypt undertook this business. 

It is a sad loss that we have not the details preserved 
which seem to regulate the rate of exchange between sitver 
and copper (col. 76). But of course if the local banks were 
farmed out, such regulations were highly necessary. I had 
inferred from the receipts printed in the Petrie papyri (II. XXVi.) 
that the bank in (the Arsinoite) Ptolemais did business by 
means of agents all through the province. It now seems 
very doubtful that this interpretation can be maintained. 

The subsequent columns are, if possible, still more disap- 
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pointing, for here there were regulations affecting the produce 
from flax, both clothes and sails, for which Egypt was so 
famous, and which are specially mentioned as an industry 
of the temples taxed by the Crown in the Rosetta inscription 
(Il. 18). This text, and the earlier inscription known as the 
Canopus inscription, can now be conveniently consulted in my 
Empire of the Ptolemies. 


§ 10. THe Lists or THE NoMES. 


The problems suggested by the two lists of nomes—the 
brief enumeration in col. 31, and the longer exposition with their 
respective burdens in cols. 60 sqq.—are many and interesting. 
For they do not agree with the earlier and later Greek 
enumerations—those of Herodotus! and of Strabo, still less 
with the older Egyptian, or the later Roman, as given by 
the coins of the nomes under the Antonines?, and by Ptolemy 
the geographer. It is certain that there were frequent changes 
in the limitation and arrangement of these counties, as we 
might call them; the two lists before us are written down in 
the twenty-seventh year of the same reign, and yet they show 
some notable discrepancies. It is not therefore surprising 
that Herodotus, visiting Egypt some 180 years earlier, and 
Strabo some 240 later, should not agree with either. It 
was not, moreover, within the scope of Herodotus’ account to 
give an accurate list. We therefore are not surprised that 
Herodotus, specifying the nomes in which the military caste 
dwelt (ii. 165), gives only nomes situated in the Delta and 


1 All that is to be known concerning Herodotus’ list has been gathered by 
Wiedemann in his excellent commentary on the historian’s Egyptian book (11.), 
pp. 574 sq. and the references there. 

2 Cf. Coins of Alexandria and the Nomes, published by the British Museum. 
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the Theban district. But from Strabo we should have expected 
the full list; wherefore the commentators on his account have 
either supposed a lacuna in our texts, or negligence in the 
geographer, because he names only twenty-four nomes, 
gathering all those of the southern country (like Herodotus) 
under the Thebaid, though we know that the old Egyptians 
counted at least forty. In the most recent atlas of ancient 
Egypt (published by the Egypt Exploration Fund) there are 
even fifty enumerated. The two lists before us vindicate 
Strabo remarkably as regards this supposed omission. They 
not only agree with him in specifying twenty-four nomes; they 
also give the Thebaid as the last in the series? Strabo 
therefore must have copied his list from some financial docu- 
ment such as this, which recognized the whole southern province 
as no complex of nomes, but as one district under the control 
of a single governor. It is even easy for us now to lay down 
the southern boundary of the financial nomes from Strabo’s text 
(xvii. 1, ᾧ 41): ‘Then comes the Hermopolitic military station 
(φυλακή)---ἃὶ sort of custom-house for the produce from the 
Thebaid—from hence they begin to measure the schoeni of 60 
stadia, up to Syene and Elephantine; then the Thebaic station, 
and a canal leading to Tanis*.’ The two military posts, one 


1 There is an interesting parallel in the second-century inscription in honour 
of Aristides (the rhetor), where ΟἹ TON @HBAIKON NOMON OIKOYNTEC 
(unless it only means TEP! OHBAC) EAAHNEC are enumerated after those of 
Alexandria, Hermoupolis, the BOYAH of Antinoopolis, and the Greeks of the 
Delta. ClG 4679. 

* This latter was of course the best mode of irrigating the lower country 
above the reach of the Nile, the water being drawn from the river at this remote 
point and brought on the higher level thus secured along the Arabian margin of 
the Nile valley. 

The account of Agatharchides is quite similar (Photius, § 22, in Geog. Graec. 
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to watch imports down the river, the other to watch them 
coming up the river, are like the custom-houses of jealous 
neighbours, such as those of the Servians and the Turks 
in the present day. 

Having recorded this negative agreement between Strabo 
and the lists in the papyrus, we come to compare them in 
detail, both as to the number, order, and titles of the nomes. 
All three agree in giving us twenty-four nomes and the 
Thebaid. But in the names and the order of the twenty-four 
they differ considerably, and the whole number is only made 
up in the second list by counting Memphis as distinct from 
the Memphite nome. Several of Strabo’s names, which we 
should have thought of old standing, do not appear, viz. 
Menelaites, Momemphites, Phragroriopolites; but the second 
and last of these most probably represent the Libyan and 
Arabian nomes of the papyrus. Moreover, Strabo gives names 
(Hermoupolis, Aphroditopolis, Kynopolis) to nomes of the Delta 
which appear in the papyrus as nomes of Upper Egypt. The 
general order, beginning with the western Delta from Alex- 
andria, and giving the nomes along each of the three great 
outlets of the Nile, then ascending to Memphis and southward 
to the Theban custom-house, is the same. So that here the 
nominal divergence, which amounts to seven new names, may 
not be a real one. But to identify the seven new names 
respectively with our lists is not easy. 

When we proceed to a closer examination of the two lists 
(cols. 31 and 60, 544.) in our papyrus (I will call them ὦ and ὁ) 


Min. i, p. 122, ed. C. Miller, Didot). From Memphis to the Thebaid there are 
five nomes, one of which is called Φυλακή, or Σχεδία, where the tolls are levied. These 
are vopol ἔθνων. But then follow a list of πόλεις in the Thebaid, in which only 
one zome, the Tentyrite, is mentioned, and Thebes omitted. 


xlviii REVENUE LAWS OF PTOLEMY PHILADELPHUS. 


we find that there are serious discrepancies not only in the 
order, but in the names. Were these lists handed down to us 
in texts of diverse age, we should at once infer that there had 
been in the interval a formal redistribution of the nomes. Such 
an explanation is impossible in the case of two contemporaneous 
lists, unless there were special reasons for the variation in a list 
required for the oil monopoly only. 
The first difficulty is the absence of the Vz¢rzole nome from 
a, or rather of this name, for it probably corresponds to either 
a3 or a6, both unfortunately mutilated. For the second of 
these I conjectured MENEAAIC, i.e. the region about the town 
called Menelaos, after Ptolemy Soter’s brother. This town was 
certainly situated in or by the Nitrian country, but the form of 
the ending is without precedent among the nomes, and we know 
from Strabo’s list that there was afterwards a nome called 
MENEAAITHC along the seacoast east of Alexandria. But for 
the present I have no better suggestion to offer. There is no 
town-name with this ending to be found in any of the geographies 
of Egypt. Supposing then that the enigmatical -AAIAI cor- 
responds to NITPIQTHC in ὦ, where shall we place a 3? It 
would appear that the clerk of ὁ had absorbed either @ 3 or 
4 6 in the Libya of his list, and then, finding himself one short 
of the official number (24), had thrust in MEMoITE€I—quite 
out of its place, and properly belonging to MEM®EI—to fill 
it up. There is good reason to identify the AEATA of a with 
the HAIOTIOAITHC of ὦ, for Strabo tells us that the apex of the 
Delta was especially so called, and Heliopolis is situated close 
to it, though on the Arabian side of the river. 
There seems no law or assignable cause for the variations in 
the order of a and ὦ. At all events, it may be inferred with 
certainty that neither was copied from a fixed official list, though 
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there was a general consent that the number of nomes, ex- 
cluding the Thebaid, amounted to twenty-four. 

Thus 5-9, though varying in order, are a group which fairly 
corresponds in both. q@ur1 and 15 correspond to 614 and το. 
@17 and 18 correspond to 617 and τό, except that αὶ 17 adds 
Memphis to its nome, whereas 017 gives only Memphis, while 
ὦ 24 is the Memphite nome, thus bringing the list of ὦ up 
to twenty-four. We now proceed to the country south of 
Memphis. @ 1g and 24 (EPMOTIOAITHC and ΟΞΥΡΥΓΧΙΤΗΓ() 
correspond to 618 and 19. ὦ 21-24 agree with ὦ 20-23, if 
the lost 623 be, as I think it must be, the Kynopolite. Both 
lists end with the Thebaid. It will be found, therefore, that, 
with many small transpositions, there is nevertheless a general 
conformity between the lists. The occurrence of H AIMNH and 
of AIMNITHC in @ 22 and ὦ 21 for the subsequent Arsinoite 
nome, first revealed to us that the complete re-settlement, and 
the re-naming, of that district did not take place till after the 
twenty-seventh year of Ptolemy II. Alexandria belonged to no 
nome, and had a reserved territory in the Libyan nome from 
which it received produce. This reminds us in a general way 
of the case of Washington with its territory, which belongs to 
no State in the American Republic. The use of the large 
terms Libya and Arabia as names of nomes is also foreign 
to Strabo and Herodotus, and was probably intended to signify 
that the desert limits were in each case unfixed! Possibly the 


1 In one of the partitions of the empire of Alexander (at Triparadeisus) Ptolemy 
was granted Egypt and the adjoining countries, especially whatever he could 
conquer to the west. Hence to claim Libya in these lists may even have had 
a political origin. In Theban papyri of the next century, such as the Turin 
papyrus VIII and the B. M. CCCCI, we find Arabia and Libya used simply for 
the east and west banks of the Nile. 
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occurrence of the special titles Libyarchs (in this papyrus) 
and Arabarchs also points to the fact that there was here 
a military officer instead of a nomarch, as there were certainly 
desert marauders to be kept in order by what are called in the 


Petrie papyri EPHMO®YAAKEC, 


I append the two lists, and 


Strabo’s enumeration, of the nomes, for the convenience of 
those who desire to verify, without trouble, what I have said. 
The figures after the names in the third list indicate where 
these names occur in a and ὦ. 


Col. 81 (@). 


. AIBYH 
. CAITHC 


. [PYNAIKO?]TIOAITHC 


TIPOCQTIITHC 


- AOPIBITHC 


?JAAIAI 
AEATA 


CEBENNYTOC 


9. BOYCIPITHC 


10. 


11. 
12. 
12. 
14. 


MENAHCIOC 


AEONTOTIOAITHC 
CEOPQITHC 
OAPBAI®ITHC 
APABIA 


Col. 60 sq. (ὁ). 


CAITHC CYN NAY- 


KPATE! 


Strabo, xvii. § 18 sqq. 
MENEAAITHC 


AIBYH TIACH XQPIC CEBENNYTOC (8, 5) 
THC A®OPICMENHC 


TIPOCQTTITHC 
NITPIQTHC 
CEBENNYTOC 
MENAHCIOC 
BOYCIPITHC 


A@PIBITHC 
HAIOTTOAITHC 


BOYBACTITHC KAI 


BOYBACTOC 
APABIA 
CEOPQITHC 
TANITHC 
AEONTOTIOAI THC 


EPMOYTIOAITHC ! 
AYKOTIOAITHC! 
MENAHCIOC (10, 6) 
AEONTOTIOAITHC (11, 14) 
BOYCIPITHC KAI BOYCI- 
PIC (9, 7) 
KYNOTIOAITHC ! 
AOPIBITHC (5, 8) 
TIPOCQTTITHC (4, 3) 


AbPOAITONOAITHC } 
ΦΑΡΒΑΙΘΙΤΗΚ (13, 15) 
TANITHC (16, 13) 
FYNAIKOTIOAITHC 


* In the Delta, and not to be identified with the same name in the other two lists, which 
belongs to Upper Egypt. 


15. 


16. 
17. 


18. 


19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
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Col. 31 (a). Col. 60 sq. (ὁ). Strabo, xvii. § 18 sqq. 
BOYBACTITHC KAI ®APBAIOITHC MQMEMOITHC 
BOYBACTOC 
TANITHC AHTOTIOAITHC NITPIQTHC (? 4) 
MEMOITHC KAI MEMOIC dATPOPIOTIOAITHC 
MEMOIC 
AHTOTIOAITHC EPMOTTOAITHC BOYBACTITHC KAI BOY- 
BACTOC (15, 10) 
EPMOTTOAITHC O=YPYIXITHC HAIOTIOAITHE (? 9) 
O=YPYIXITHC HPAKAEOTIOAITHC ΛΗΤΟΠΟΛΙΤΗς (18, 16) 
KYNOTTOAITHC AIMNITHC HPAKAEQTHC (23, 20) 
H AIMNH A®POAITOTIOAITHC APCINOITHC (22, 21) 
HPAKAEOTIOAITHC [KYNOTIOAITHC ?] KYNOTIOAITHC (21, 23?) 
A®POAITOTIOAITHC ΜΕΜΦΙΤΗς O=YPYIXITHC (20, 19) 
@HBAIC @HBAIC OHBAIC 


§ 11. ConcLusion. 


Such are the general considerations which the reader may 
carry with him to the closer study of the text. We cannot 
claim for it an universal interest such as that aroused by 
the discovery of lost classical works, or of copies of known 
literary masterpieces exceptional in their antiquity. But to 
those who desire a closer insight into the great and highly 
civilized empire of the Ptolemies, and the causes of its extra- 
ordinary wealth, such documents as this are of inestimable 
value. For they supplement and correct the vague statements 
of ancient historians, as well as the theories whereby modern 
scholars have sought to explain away their inconsistencies and 
obscurities. Moreover to the student of Hellenistic Greek, 


of that common dialect which pervaded the civilized world ' 
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for some centuries, such a document affords great additional 
materials, both in vocabulary and in syntax. It throws new 
light upon the contemporary documents known as the LXX 
translation of the Old Testament, and tends to corroborate 
the dubious traditions of their origin. From all these points 
of view, the present papyrus affords a supplement of vast 
importance to our knowledge. 


ᾧ 12. APPENDIX ON aN INSCRIPTION FROM TELMESSOS. 


There is but one inscription of this period known to me which 
bears upon the subjects of our papyrus, but its relation to them 
is so intimate, that I can hardly avoid quoting it here. It was 
first printed in the Bulletin de Corresp, Hellénique, xiv. 162. 


BA|CIAEYONTOC TITOAEMAIOY TOY TITOAEMAIOY KAI 
APCINOHC GEQN AAEAOQN ETE! EBAOMQI MHNOC 
AYCTPOY ΕΦ IEPEQC ΘΕΟΔΟΤΟΥ TOY HPAKAEIAOY 
AEYTEPAI (52) EKKAHCIAC KYPIAC TENOMENHC 
ΕΔΟΞΕ TEAMHCCION THI TIOAE! 

ETTEIAH TITOAEMAIOC O AYCIMAXOY TTAPAAABQN 
THN TIOAIN ΠΑΡΑ BACIAEQC TITOAEMAIOY TOY TITOA- 
EMAIOY KAKQC [AIAKEI ?]MENHN AIA TOYC TIOAE 
MOYC EN TE TOIC AAAOIC ETTIMEAOMENOC 
EYNOIKQC AIATEAEI κτλ, 


Let me dispose of the preamble very briefly. This decree 
of the city of Telmessos in Lycia is dated 241-0 B.c., shortly 
after the great campaign of the reigning king, Euergetes I, 
against Syria, wherein he had established firmly the hold 
which his grandfather had taken of the coast cities of Caria 
and Lycia (cf. Petrie pap. II. xlv). I believe the eponymous 
priest mentioned to be a local priest, not the priest of Alexander, 
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&c, at Alexandria. It appears that the city of Telmessos had 
been handed over to Ptolemy son of Lysimachus by the reigning 
king’s father, Ptolemy son of Ptolemy, as Ptolemy II was 
usually called, to distinguish him from his father, Ptolemy 
son of Lagos. The expression TAPAAABON is quite vague, 
used of a son succeeding his father, or a governor receiving 
authority from the king, or of any other appointment. Here 
it seems to me clearly to signify a present from the king. This 
personage had received Telmessos EN AQPEAI. We know 
that he was a grandee in Asia Minor, for a decree issued by 
Antiochus II (printed in DBCH. xiii. 525), appointing this 
Ptolemy’s daughter, Berenike, priestess of the deified Syrian 
queen, Stratonike, speaks of him as related to the king in blood 
(TOY TIROCHKONTOC HMIN KATA CYFTENEIAN); nor is it impos- 
sible, though we cannot trace the relationship, that this is 
more than a mere title of peerage (CYTTENHC), and that the 
person in question may even have been the eldest son of 
Arsinoe Philadelphus and King Lysimachus of Thrace, who 
disappears from history without any evidence of his murder 
by Ptolemy Keraunos, when the younger children were put 
to death. 

At all events this personage, receiving Telmessos from 
Philadelphus, found it sorely tried by the great wars on the 
Lycian coast during the early campaigns of Euergetes I. 

The inscription proceeds : 

KAI OPQN EN TIACIN E®GAPMENOYC A®EIKEN 

ATEAEIC ΤΩΝ TE ZYAINQN ΚΑΡΠΩΝ KAI ENNOMIQN 
These are the taxes on fruit trees, which in Syria at one time 
amounted to 50 per cent. (1 Macc. x. 29), and on pastures. 
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ETIOIHCE AE KAI THC [OIN ?]HPAC ATTOMOIPAC KAI 
OCTIPIQN ΠΆΝΤΩΝ KAI ΚΕ[ΓΧΊΡΟΥ KAI EAYMOY KAI 
CHCAMOY KAI GEPMOQN TIPOTEPON TEAQNOYMENOYC 
CKAHPQC KATA TON NOMON TEAEIN AEKATHN METPOYN- 
-TAC NATA (sec) [TQ]! TE ΓΕΩΡΓΩΙ ΚΑΙ ΤΩΙ AEKATQNHI 
ΤΩΝ TE AOITIQN ΤΩΝ CYNKYPONTON THI CITHPAI 
ATTOMLOIPAI] AOHKEN TTANTQN ATEAEIC 


It is from the close connexion of these taxes in our papyrus, 
and from the importance of wine-taxes, that I supply OINHPAC, 
not CITHPAC, as do the editors of the text. Then follow 
the vegetables grown, I think, not in TAPAAEICOI, but in 
ΚΗΠΟΙ, viz. millet (of two kinds), sesame, and lupine. On these 
crops the population had been oppressively taxed and worried 
by the TEAQNAI, and _ this according to the law, This 
Ptolemy enacted that they should only pay a tithe (AEKATH) 
upon them all, and, what was perhaps a far greater relief, 
should pay it on the areas planted with these crops, and surveyed 
jointly for the husbandman and the tithe-farmer. So I render 
the strange word NATA, which completely puzzled the former 
editors. Some mistake has been made, as the letters are clear; 
the smallest change we can assume is of course the most 
reasonable as an emendation. I propose NEATA}, in which the 
graver, perhaps because of the pronunciation of the word, 
omitted the £. It means in this sense fallow or ploughed 
fields, but surely may also mean fields in this condition after 
the crop is sown. The tithe, therefore, would be estimated 
on an average yield of the area under cultivation for each sort 
of produce. It is added that all the subsidiary charges (beyond 


* Thad thought of ANTA (adv.), TANTA, AYTA, ἄς. NEATA is marked 
oxytone in the Lexica. 
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the tithe) which had been levied on the wheat crop, were also 
remitted. 

I do not believe that any governor deputed by Ptolemy 
could possibly have made such concessions. The financial 
officer of the province, O ΕΠῚ ΤΩΝ TIPOCOAQN, would not 
have tolerated it, especially as it was according to the law 
enforced by the Egyptians. But if this Ptolemy held Telmessos 
either EN AQPEAI or EN CYNTA=EI, which latter I take to mean 
for a rent, such benevolences were possible. 

I return now to the question of various taxes. The enume- 
ration of the lesser crops is what strikes me as affording 
a remarkable contrast to the language of our papyrus. [5 it 
possible that all these crops were grown in TIAPAAEICOI? 
Even if they were, why are they not specified in our papyrus? 
Is it possible that they were, but that the enumeration is lost 
in one of the lacunae of the text? These are the difficulties 
which I still feel concerning this portion of our Revenue text. 
On the other hand, if my suggestion OINHPAC be adopted, it 
may be urged that here we have that very combination of wine- 
tax with other taxes on fruits and vegetables, so that the latter 
may have been gathered up under one title. I do not feel 
strongly enough on either side to advocate a decision. 

I will only add that my interpretation of the inscription 
differs widely from that of its first editors, but in no case 
without having carefully considered their arguments. 


J. P. MAHAFFY. 
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BACIAEY[ONTOC IITTOAEMAIO]Y TOY σωτηρος 


(«Πτολεμίαιου καὶ του viov) Πτολεμαίου) 


Clientele dae Lh when ah eo eed, tle lets) 
[-- VITO. aie a eh eel eee aR a ] 

The rest lost. 
εαν Se τινας των πεπραμείνων MVOV...... ] 
βουλητα[ἡ πωλίει]ν συνθεῖ... ......«τὐν νων ] 
εἰν THY πεϊπραίμενην 24 ke ee Rea eG Ἰ 
και εξίεστω aC GE Sat a esa iat ae ta AE cae oes Slag aaa se ] 
ODS Tei gL ESS RSS SSR ERS le 
TOUS esol aici de, seh Or an ite fag ar ane Nt tn daa ete gs | 
iy a er ee ee ee ee ] 


The rest lost. 
[Tlns δῖε γ]ιν[οἹμενίης πρ]οσοδου ras wvats 
[κἸυριευσίο]υσιν ot [αντιγ]ραφεις οἱ καταστα 
Bevrie|s υπίο του οικονίομου 
Some lines lost. 
lav ex ποῖ. .]( 
la λογευματαὶ 
B 


Ist hand. 
Col. 1. 


Plate I. 
A. 


Col, 2. 


Col, 3. 
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πιίπτηι υπαὶ 
lov εἰς τας εισί 
The rest lost. 


Col. 4. [nuelporAeydov λογίευϊσαμίεν . . evTols ἡμερων A 


[eav] δὲ πλείους ἰτω]ν τίριακοντα)] ἡμερων 
[ἐπεχωσιν επιλ[ελ]ογεῖυ. . . . .. τω]ν πλειρ 
[vay τὰ aval... ee ἀφ ee es ] 
Ἔα ae ae ae στο | 


Some lines lost. 
Iva 
Jva και Ta Tal 
] κατα τον νίομον 
|] Tye avTyne οικί 
10 alyopacas [ 
The rest lost. 
Col. 5. εαν δὲ els ro βασΊιλικον φαινωνται οφειλοντες 
προς μερὸς ὑπαρχέτω και τοις καταδιιίίκασαμε 


νοις ἢ πίρ]αξις 


δι. ... ας 

Bille, na αι See wes UK| εν τες ae 2 or ao Bg ] τῶν Ka 

Visi opt oh tal cams ae tata RSs bw ap τὸν Baap? ae ] otkovopat 
᾿Ξ ν Da ξεν edn as en Ἐπ τι ial tate thse tere net Ἰνης 


The rest lost. 
Col. 6. e€eaTw τοις πριαϊμεν)οις παρα τῶν επιλο 
yevoavroy λαβειν μίη)δε εαν evtos των 


τριακοντία ἡμερων) ne 
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The rest lost. 
και μαρτυρων το de ετερον ασφραγιστον και Col. 7. 
τᾷ [ovoluara τῶν πραγματευομενων εἰς TOUS 
Aoyous γραφετωσία)ν πατροθεν) και πατριδος 


και περι τι εκαστοῖς πραγ)μίατευ)εται 


καὶ εἰ τινων φορτιων [oso ae ew 6 aw νιν νειν ] 5 
ἢ επ[ίιἰϊζημιοίυ] καὶ τί... woe a Swe ees ] 
The rest lost. 
eav δὲ μη συνειδοτων τουτων πρασσετωσαν Col. 8. 


πάρα TMV πεπραγματευμενὼν 


καλεισθωσαίν δὲ ot πριαϊμενοι Tas wrials εαἷν] τι ey 
καλεσωσι τοις επιλογευσασιἰν)] ἡ Tolls υπηρεῖται ς] 
[αἸυτων ὑπερ τῶν κατα τὴν ἰωνὴν εν τωι] 5 


[xpovmw|t εν wt emptavTo τὴν ἰωνὴν ] 


The rest lost. 


adh ns ὃ av ἡμερας τὴν ὠνὴν παραλαβωσιν Col. 9. 
οἱ εν τῶι εἐμποριωι λίοἼγευται ἰεκἸτιθετωσαν 
α 
AD FO teow SMe eae ees ] dex(a)rov τί.]Ἰς 
eee ee ey eee ee ee Ἰασιν ελλίί.. .} 


Some lines lost. 
| τελωνιωι εν ηἡμερῖίαις 5 
Ἰσον γραψαντες ypappal 
Ἰριοις και εαν τι προγραμμα [ 
] ταις ὠναις γενηται γεγραΐμμενον 


Some lines lost. 
B2 
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J rye ὠνηι γί 
10 Tous αποδῖ 
ἐνωνται Ki 


] 

] 

| ὠνὴν αποτί 
|] δὲ το[ι)ς τουΐ 
] 


ὠνὴν To δεῖ 


Col. 10. φυλακὴν δὲ των εφΐοδω]ὶν καὶ των λογευτων 
και Tov συμβολοφυλίακ]ων καἰ] των αλλο τι 


πραγματίευομενων [περι] τὴν ἰωνη]ν καὶ e&e 


[ταζοντων .. .. «τ ννν νιν ννως ] Tye wvne 
Br Uk eh es ae Gast 9 ay Re ho ες ie sly don ἀντ Ἰσαν ὑπο 
lla eter oe μα τ mace τς τ an σας lens, aa anaes τοὶν ἀντι 
POOR ie Fo me a ow, oS Shas SS bees a eg | 
Some lines lost. 
ΠΕ ete ca |] περι τηῖν] ovyly ss se cae es ] 
Bete aeeses he Τρ τὸ, ἔσει Ἱμενης προσοδου [.......... | 
το τὸ asta 0 αρχωνηϊς και οἱ κοινωνες ωΪ. . . . ... ] 
Geta ar Gis an age lv μηθεν avev τοῖυ οικονομου) 
[ἡ του αντιγραφεως AapBaverwoay...... ] 


Some lines lost. 


ee το οἱ την ὠνὴν ExOVTES.......0-. ] 
ἈΦ 214 0 avittypadevs ews avi... 2.2... ] 
TEs cas ὁ Ge BP a ] 


Dip Rete ee Se his ] Kae οἱ εφοδοι καὶ ot λοιπίοι οἱ pay] 
ἱματευομενοῖι τὰς ὠνᾶς εαν τι τᾷ... .. ] 


i... . €av δὲ] Te avev tov avriypalpens] 
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AaBoow ἡ mpakavres py αἱνενεγκωσι]) 
προς Tov αντιγραφεα αποϊτινετωσαν) 


εἰς TO βασιλικοῖν πεν]τηκονίτα. .. .| 


lo δὲ alpreypadlers .. 2s sea eee ewe lv 
Some lines lost. 

[ered ed has Ss ean aha eakeercay ae ieee QTOTLVET@O |AV 

[ . kat To BAaBos πεν͵]ταπλουν 

[oc δὲ πριάμενοι τας vas μὴ αναφερομενο[ι] 

ΤΥ. τῶι οἰκονΐομωι ἢ τῶι ἀντι 

ἴγραφει αποτινετωσαν εἰς το βασ͵ιλικον πεντη 

[KOVTO. Galea Pahoa eR SES πον ] 
Some lines lost. 

ia eae a oR τὸ τον ee τωι OL|KOVOMML καὶ THE 


ἰαντιγραφει πατροθεν] και πατριδος 

[β Giles aes A ee το ον ae ὦ ] τωι λογευτηριωι 
έν Tov ἀρχωϊνου TO ονομα Kat 

των κοινωνων καὶ των εγγυητων και 

[των λογευτων καὶ τωὶν ὑπηρετῶν τῶν 


[γγραφεντίων ἐπι THL wynt] 


οἱ δὲ οἰκονομος καὶ ὁ ἀντιγραφεὺς εαν τινΐα]) 
λαβωσι πραγματευομενον και μὴ παρα 
δεδομενίοιν ev THe γραφή alvlayelraoay emt 


τον βασιλεα mplorepov ἢ [BAaBnvar τινα vm αὐτου 


εαν OS pean eo Ἰεισφί. .. .. πεπραγμα͵τευμε 


Some lines lost. 


Col. 11. 


10 


15 


Col. 12. 
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[eA oh, eee ounca la irdlag 2G anid Slee, Sees aes ] eme 
ἰόν στα Noh <Be Pat Resa We ac τς sh heehee eee oa ahh ει Inde 
[erase ws asd As ap egs os aumento ae Sy Mateos ] την 
Some lines lost 

BO} 2, ce Gy rte es eels ΤΠ δ εν τος igs aD ah ae Sp ae oe Soi ] 
Lege gg - \OGTO. τι ἐφ as RES ] 
[τὸ κου Wee ὁ Ἰμωι Aolyelurais ἡ υπηρ]εταις και 

ω 


Paste eens πἸοεισθω amo τῴ:)ν [λογευϊματων 
ΡΣ ἀρ ὅτῳ 0] μισθος [λ]ογευτίηι εκαϊστωι Tov 
15 (unvos δραϊχμαι τίρηακονίτα υπΊηρεταις 


[ 

[ 

[ 

[rov pnvos δραχμαι εἸικοσι [συμβοϊ]λοφυλαξι 
[.... δραχμΊαι δίεκ]απίεντ]ε εφοδωι eve 

[ 


το νἀ κεν Kalra μηνα δρία]χμαι εκατον 


Col. 18. ἰοσουὶς Ole δ'ει κατασταθηναι εἰς εκαστὴηὴν ὠνὴν 
λογίεϊυτας και υπηρετας καὶ συμβολοφυλακας 
διαγραψατω ο τε οἰιϊκίο᾽Ινομος καὶ o αν[τιγραφευς] 


μετα του αρχ[ωνου) 


5 οσαι ὃ αν BIKE εἶ. . ...«.τὐὐνὐ νον νιν νιν ow OS 


KO a et SIS OS ERA ee | Tov αρχίωνην .. .] 

lise eso ee ak a eee ae eRe ee Ἰακοτεῖς . . .|o 

ee RPC Lee eee ae Ἰ μηδε of. .... ] 
(ea oD sab Oa ed ae ees κοιἠνωνειτίωσα)ὶν 

Wea Ke Ree eee Ee Ae we Ἰων os [6 αν] trom 


none Te [.. . αποτιϊσει [ets το] βαϊσήλικον πὶ ε 
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καὶ em φυλίακηι eatw εἰως αν o βαϊσιλεὶυς περι 
αὐτου διαγνωι 


ΑΠΟΓΡΑΦΗ APXW[NON οσοι aly wot 


ot βουλομενοι ἀρχωνίειν ἀπογ]ραφεσίθωσαν) 


προς τον πωλουνίτα....... Ἰεδί. «νος ] 


Some lines lost. 
Ἰοδοις μηδε [ 
παρευρεσει) μηδεμιαι μηΐ 
Ἰολεγεσθωσαῖν 
Some lines lost. 
Ue tets πα δα Sutera le ele eas as aaa δι. 5711} ΕΣ ταις των apy] 
@vov Kat [TOV κοινωνων μείτοχ]ᾳις εξεσίτω)] 


μετεχί εἶεν 


os ὃ αν παρα τίαυτα ἡ αἸγορίασηι) ἡ μετῖ. .. .. ] 
ἢ μετεχηι ἱπραχθησεῖται μίνα)ς τριακ[οντ)α 

και THE επισί. os bs es ο αν) γίνηται 

και o διεγγυφίμενος eav . .1)ὴ μὴ παρ[αδεὶ 

ξηται κοινίωνας ... .jos μη διδωσιν 


amoTela et εἰς TO βασιλικον ἰμν]ας ἃ 


[οἱ] δὲ μη ὠνεϊἤσθωσαν μηδὲ κοϊινων]ειτωσαν μηδῖε δι] 
[εἸγγυασθωϊίσαὶ)ν 
[. οσοι τι των βασιλικων διοικοίυσι Kat οι χρη] 
[ματισ͵ται και ο εἰἠσαγωγίευς .. 1... ++ -- | 

About 8 lines lost. 


Col. 14. 


10 


15 


Col. 15. 
Plate 11. 
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10 ITPAZIC TEAWN 
οἱ mpliapevor Tas olvas πρασσ)]εσθωσαῖν τους] 


υποτελεις παν TIO...... Ja εκ τωῖν voluwy 


εαν δὲ τι παρα τὰ γ[εγραμμεϊνα ποιϊἰησω]σιν 
αποτινετωσαν els το βασιλικον π)]Ξγ 
15 Καὶ τὰ TEAN οσα αν ἰελλιπηι..... ] cay [μὴ] 
γραψωσι ev Tors λογίοις εν ἡμεραις τριαϊκοντία) 
2nd AIAAOTICMOC 
ee [διαϊλογιζεσθω Se o οἰκονομος Kat [οἹ αἰν]τιγραφευς 
PlateIII. πρὸς τοὺς τας wvas exovrals καθ εκα]στί[ον] 
[μην]α προ τῆς Sexarns ισίταμενου Tre] 
5 lpe των] γ[εγϊενημενίωϊν ev τίωι ἐπάνω χρο] 
ΡΥ ΈΈένΨΨέΕσσέΕνσνυΕυσΨΕοΨσΨΕοσσοο ] 


About 7 lines lost. 


τα ὃ εν τωι ενείστωτι μηνι γολε πη εἰ θζοι 
μη προσκαταϊχωριζετωσαν εἰς την εἰπ]ανω 
το αναῴοραν μηδὲ [μεταφεϊρίετωσαν) εξ ετερων 
εἰς ἐετερα μηδ e τις τωῖν λογευτωὶν ἢ των 
υπηρέτων ἀπὸ τῆς πίροσοδου] THs ωνἰης] 
λαβὼν τι διορθουται μηϊ..... ΤοΊυτο ets [ro] 
εἰδιον καταχωριζεσθω 
15 0Tay δὲ Tov ἐχόμενον διιαλογισμον) ποί[ιω]ντα[ι) 


και τὸ πέριον εκ Tov επίανω διαλογ)ισμου 
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προς τὴν προσοδον προσλίαμβανετωσ)αν δια 


δήλουντες οσον nv To πίεριον ex] του ἐπάνω χρονοῦυ 


εαν δὲ ο ἐπάνω χρονος εγδειαν nu πίεποιηκως Col. 17. 

o ὃ επιων επιγενημα και απεῖχ]η! 0 [ο]ικονοῖ μος) 

mAnpes το αδιεγγυον peplos της] ὠνηΐς . ....- ] 

ἄπο TOU επιγενηματος T...... Ἰεκ ο ὸ eae ον ] 

fa Gate gE Ἑκαστωϊ [he Swe oe ee aie eae eee ὡς ] 5 
About 7 lines lost. 

MEETS 1s -s. 4 a PE ESS SE BE Ee ] 

τον οὐ οἷς ας το τ Aree Ἰ εἰς Oe [το] 

βασιλικον εκ τ... ek es νος | τὴν εγδιίειαν) 

ὑπερ αὐτου |x .. «αἱ. wa wx jo 

[eav δὲ voTepov και εκ [. .. ἷωῳ τῆς ὠνὴς εξ ys] 10 


το επιγενημα εστιν εἰγδεια) γενηται ἐστω 

αὐτῶι ἡ πρᾶξις του μίετενεγχθενίτ]ος ἐπι 

γενηματος εκ τῶν εἰγγυων) των εγγεγραμμίεϊνων 

ἐπι THL ὠνὴι εἰς Nv TO ἰπεριον μὶετηνεγχθὴη 

προτερον δε εκ Tov αν... ... αἸποκαθιστατω 15 


To pereveyyOev οθεν μ[ίετηνεγχΊθη 
των δὲ διαλογισμων ovs αν ποιηϊσηται ὁ οἰκονοΐμ)ος 


προς Tlolus Tas wvas exovTas πάντων αντιγραφα Col. 18. 
εκασταῖι) των κοινωνίωϊν παραχρημα δοτω 

σφραγισάμενος avtos καἰ pal. εἰ Ἰρας [exleTo δε 

και avtos αντιγραφα σἰφρα)γισαμ᾽ενίων παϊντῶν 


των διαλογισαϊίμ]ενωῖν ........ὐὐὐν νον κι νον μον | 5 
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προς 
ταϊντιγραῴφα των διαλογ]ισμων κατὰ μηνα τον 


emt ἰτης διοικήσεως τ]εταγμενον καὶ TOV 


εγλί[ογισ]τίην οταν δὴε ο πεπράμενος χρονος amas 


10 διελθηι παρί[εστωσα)ν οἱ Tas wvas εἐχοντες πᾶντες 


προς Tov οἰκονίομον εν] τωι EXOMEVOL NYE TPO τῆς 
dexarns ιστ[αμενο]υ και διαλογιζεσθω προς αὐτοὺς 
0 οἰκονόμος γίενικον) διαλ[ογ]σμον καὶ τιθεις τὴν τε 


τιμὴν τῆς ἱπροσοδου καὶ] ο de αὐτους δι[οὔρθωσασθαι 


15 Καὶ εἰς ταῦτο [TO.. . ἀνενηνεγμεῖνον καὶ εν OLS χρονοις 


Col. 19. 


exaoTa και εἰ [Te ἀπο] των απίοπραματων ἡ ἀλλοῦ τινος 


ενοφειλεται o ὅῖει Tov οἰκονομον mpaka καὶ To λοιπὸν 


εαν τι προσοφειλωσιν καὶ ποσον εκάστωι τουτων επιβαλλει 


καὶ ὑπὸ TO μερος Tou ενοφειλομίενου] υπογραψατω οσον 


και 
ἰδιαι EXEL παρ αὑὐτων ἢ τοῦ εγίγυϊου εν ols χρονοις καὶ TO 


λοίπον εαν τι πίροσο)φ[ειλη!] εαἷν ὃ επι]γείν]ημα ne επιγραψατω 
About 7 lines lost. 


BI esses Gi De a sn as in Se Bala Gah gd SIS Rak ge dy. Sage Js avevey[kato] 


[ete eee Aes προς τοὶν ἐπὶ τῆς διοικήσεως τεϊταγμενον) 


ea at aie nee 2 \rnv o ὃ emt τῆς dtocxnoews τείταγμε) 


τι 
[vos επισκεψαμενος εαν ne περίιγινομενον εκ [των] 


[αἰλλωῖν ὠνων] εαμ μεν εἰς αλλας wvas evopetrn t] 


10 κατα[χωρισατω εἰς To ενοφειλομενον εαν δὲ μηθεν 


αλλο εἰνοφειληι συνί[τ]αξατω τωι οἰκονομῶι πραξαντα 
παρ ov ἱπροσοϊφειλείτΙαι ἀποδουναι αὐτωι οταν ἢ επι 
λογείυσις ἡ): ο Oe οἰκονομοὶς αποίδοϊγτω ev ἡμεραις τρισιν 


eav ὃ ἰαπαιτηθεις μη αποδ)ωι τριίπλουν ἀποτινέτω 
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εἰσπραϊξατω ὃ οἹ em tins διοικήσεως τεταγμενος 15 


οσῖοι ὃ αν) των τας wvas EXovT@Y μὴ διαλογισωνται προς [TOY] Col. 20. 
ο 
οἰκονϊομοὶν β[ο)]υϊλομενίου] του οικονομου καὶ παρακαλουντ(εὴ)ς 


εἰς TE TO βαϊσιλ)ικ[ον] 


αποτίινετωσ αν μίνας τ]ριάκοντα και O οἰκονομος συναναγκασατίω) 


About 7 lines lost. 


[ 
[Ta τον νομον 

ἰδοτίω δὲ καὶ 0 οἰκονόμος και τῶν εγγίυητων εκασ] 
[τω] διαλογισμον καθ ov φηζ(σου)σιν αὐτίον a ωἸφει[λε] 
[remlpayOlale εαν δε pn δωι αἰτηθεὶς avOnuepoly n τηϊ] 

[ 


υστεραιαι ἀδικωι πράξει evoxos ἐστω 10 
dr] 


ἰδιαϊλογιζεσθωσαν δὲ mavres κατα TavTa οσοι τίων Bal 
[atAltKkov πίωλ)]ησουσιν 


CYTTPA® WN 


οι 
ἴοσα δὲ σἸυγγραφονται οἰκονομοι ἢ οἱ αντιγραῷφεις ἡ οι πῖαρ av] 


[των] οἱ τα βασίλ)ικα πραγματευομενοι περι τωῖν εἰς τους] 15 


[- . .Jus συγκυροντων μὴ πρασσεσθωσαν οἱ πραγμαϊτευομενοι) 


(εκ) των συγγραφων μηδὲ των συμβολων μίηδεν) Col. 218 
[ΚΑ]ΤΕΓΡΊΓΩΝ 
[καθως γεγΊραπται ev τῶι νομῶι Tov ἰοικίονομον |... .| 


About 4 lines lost. 


12 REVENUE LAW’S 


5 TQ ovyTeTaypeva [........ AMOTLYE|TOO AV 
ὑπερ avTwy οἱ καταστίαθεντες . . Tla δὲ προσ 
τιμα τὰ γεγραμμενα εἰισπρασσεσθωσαν) οἱ πεπρα 
γματευμενοι εαμ μὴ ot κίατ]ασίταθ]εντες φαινωνται 


συνειδοτες αυτοις 


ιο EKKAHTOI XPONOI 
oga ὃ εγκληματα γινεται εκ τίων νομων] Tov 
τελωνικων eoT@ καλεισθαι περι pleV... 2.2... ] 
οταν βουλωνται ὑπερ δὲ των λοίιπων εγκλ]ηματί[ων] 
ἰοσ]α γίνεται εκ των νομων τῶν τεϊλωνικωὴν ὑπερ ὧν 
15 ml. . .|s εἰν) εκαστωι των νομων αλλος χρίονος εἰκκίλ]ητος 
TE 
TETAKTOL ETT καλεισθαι εν τωι y[pover] εἰς ον [αἱ] προσοδο[ 
Col. 22. πέπρανται καὶ ev αἀλληϊι τριμ[η)νιαι] ca μὴ τις των τι 
κοινωνουντῶν ἢ υπηρετουντω"] Tye wlyne λη[ΦΘθη 


μέτα τον γεγράμμενον χρονον Yow... eee ee νων ] 


ν 
lean δὲ τις] τουτω [AQdOm «eee ces Sales oe ] 
About 4 lines lost. 


A ae MPR een as ees ah cake Se aes ehs aatees oh l ee a πραξατΊω 

[0] οἰκονομὸς παρία των. ...... Jel. . -] των και των 
εγγυων και τῶν [.... «νος ] 

3rd 

hand. 

Col 23. [ 

i | PSeveweee το νος es Is Ta 

ἐπ ξτο Goats Απολλ᾽ωνιου Tov 


[διοκητου 
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βίασιλευον)τος Πτολεμαιου του Πτολεμαιου 4th 
κίαι Tov υιου] Πτίολ]εμαιου ετους KO μά ΤῈ 
[ti ὡς ὦ Rhy νὰ ἐν PAE ἐν τὸ τς, τὸς RRS ha es τὲ, τῷ Ἰαρί. . . .. ] Plate I. 
About 7 lines lost. 
[τ Sa ae νον Tov ylvoluevov owvoul.... 2... ee ] Plate IV. 
[.... τὴν] extnv mapa δε Tov KL... wee. ] 5 
[kali των στρατευομενων και TOoUls........- ] 
κλήρους πεφυτευκοτων και τηΐς εν TL ] 
Θηβαιδιὶ ἐπαντλητὴς και οσα O.......... | 
διοικειται ἡ σιμαριστου προτεροῖν δ)ιωικείιτο THY] 
δεκατην 10 
tov δὲ παραδεισων εξυντιμησεως THIS... . ..- ] 
[. . . .JMevns προς ἀργυριον τὴν εκτὴν Tl....... ] 
[. . σιν 
[ὙΠῚΕΡ T[O]Y TPYTAN KAI CYNATEIN 
[or] δὲ yewpyor Ta γενηματὰα τρυγατωσαν 15 
οταν ἢ wpa [ne κ)Ἰ)αι ὅταν αρχωνται τρυγαν 
επαγ]γελίλετΙωσαν τῶι διοικουντι ἢ 
[τωι εχοντῆι τὴν ὠνὴν καὶ βουλομένου emt Col. 25. 
(Sev τους apmeAlwvas επιδεικνυτωϊσαν) 
About 7 lines lost. 
[i eos se τοις THY ὠνὴν πριαμεῖνοις μναῖς .| 
[οταν δὲ οἱ γεωργοι οινοποίειν βουλωντίαι 
παρακαλειτωσαν TOV τὴν ὠνὴν διοικοίυντα) 5 


ἐναντιον του οἰκονομου καὶ του ανἱτιγραφεως] 


14 REVENUE LAWS 


ἢ του παρὰ τουτων και παραγενομενίοἷν οινο 
ποιείτω ὁ γεωργος και μετρείτω τοις με 

τροις τοις εν εκαστωὶ των TOTMY UTap 

το [χουσ][ν] εξητασμενοις και εσφραγισμενοιο] 

ἴυπο του ο]ικονομου Kat του αντιγραφεωϊς] 

[και ex] Tolv] γενομενου μετρου τὴν απομ[οιρ]α[νἹ 
[αἸποδιδοτω 

ἰοσοὶν [δ] αν των γεγραμίμϊενων μη ποιήσωσι οἱ 

τ5 [yelwpyor κατα τον νίομον ἰδήπλην τὴν απομίοι]ραν 


τοις ἐχουσι τηῖν νην απί[ο]τινετωσαν 


Col. 26. παρ os δὲ προυπαρἸχεῖι] opyava ods] οινοποιουσι απογραψασθωϊσαν) 


προς Tov] διοίικουνῖτα τὴν ὠνὴν οταν wavl......... ] 


About 7 lines lost. 


ΓΞ Bh GS tack eee aE jy μελλωσιν [αποδει 
δ [ξατωσαν) τὸ επιβιλ]ηθεν σημειον ἀσινεῖς o δὲ μη] 
[arloypapapevos n μὴ επιδειξας Ta οργίανα κατα) 
τον νομὸν ἢ μὴ παράσχων εἰς παρασφίραγισμον βου] 
λομενου σφραγισασθαι ἡ μὴ απίο]δείξας την emt] 
βληθεισαν σῴφραγιδα αποτινετω τοις εχουσι [τὴν] 
τοἰωϊνην οσου αν παραχρημὰ to βλαβος διατιμησωϊσἸι 
[οσ]α ὃ αν οἱ γεωργοι προτρυγήῆσαντες οινοποιησαϊσιὴν 
ΠΟῪΣ ἰωσαν Tov οινον ἐπὶ των ληνων ἢ emt [των] 
--- | και οτὰν To πρωτον εκθεμα παραγῖ. .. .] 
eee ae vray ev Tr{t] πόλει ἢ Kone εν ne εκαϊστἸ)ο[ι] 
15 (Karotkolvar απογρα[φ]εσθωσαν οἱ γεωργοι avOnulelpoly x] 


[Tn] υἱσίτεραιαι και επιδεικνυτωσαν Tov οινον [και] 
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[roy ἀαμπελωνία] εξ [ov] προετρυγησαν 


[CYIT]PA®ECOAI 
[o ὃ €ly@y τὴν ὠνηϊν] οταν ro πληθος Tov [...... ] Col. 27. 


About 7 lines lost. 
ΠΤ Π cee tae eae jy τῆς απίομοιρας] 
και σφρα)γισίαμεῖνος [rns] συγγραφης tio αντιγρα) 
φίον δοτω τωι γ[εϊωργωι χειρογραφησαίτω de} 


εν THL συγγραφηι τον ορκον τον βαϊσιλικον) 


οι 


παν τὰ γενημα κατακεχωρικεῖναι εν THLE 

συγγραφηι και Ta προοινοποιηθίεντ]α κἰαι] 

απίογγραφεντα προς αὑτον vio τίο]υ γεωργοίυ) 

παντα κατακεχώρικεναι καὶ μηθεν vevloo) 10 
φισθαι nde καταπροιεσθαι την ὃ erepaly] 

[σἸφρία]γισαμενου του γεωργου ἐχέτω O οἰΚονοῖμος] 

ἢ 0 παρ αυτου συναπεσταλμενος χειρογίραφη) 

[alarm [dle 0 γεωργος τον βασιλικον ορκίο]ν [wav 

το γενημα αποδεδειχεναι Kat τὰ προοινῖο]) 15 
πίοϊηηθεντα πία]ντα amoyeypapOar και τὴν 

απομοιρίαν)] τὴν wep. . . μίεϊνην ἰδ]Ιικαιως 


αναγείγραϊφηκεναι Ta δὲ avrirypalpe συν 


προσεστω ασφραγιστα Col. 28. 


About 7 lines lost. 


[Sa ewe Rae Wee Ole τοις] εχουσι THY ωἰνην) 


[εαν ὃ avTiAeywow ὡς πλεον ἡ ελαϊσσον) 5 
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[γήνεται επικρινετω 0 oLKovomos Kat o ἰαντι] 
γραφεὺς καὶ καθοτι av επικριθηι σφρίαγιζε] 


σθωσαν 


o δὲ τελωνης εαν προς τινα τῶν [γεω]ρ 


τογων μη συγγραψηται BovAopevou [μη] ἐστω 
[αἸυτωι τουτων ἡ mpakis 
ot] δὲ 0 οἰκονομὸς ἢ 0 ἀντιγραφεὺς συγγίραψα 


σθίωσαν προς Tov γεωργον και κομισαμενοίι) 


[ 
[ 
[τὴ]ν γιν]ομενην απομοιραν εἰς To βασιλίικον) 
15 [κατ᾿αχωρισἸατωσαν τοις δὲ εχουσιν τη[ν) 

[ 


ὠν]ὴν τὴν τιμὴν μὴ υπολογειτωϊσαν) 


[ΜΊΗ ἘΠΙΜΙΓΓΕΙΝ 


[elav δὲ τοις ατελεσι Ta υποτελὴ γενηίμαἾτα 


a ae νυ νι οτα Al. .] ὡς οντὰ τῶν ατίελων επιμισγωσιΐ 


About 7 lines lost. 


ἐς a οἱ παραδεισους κεκ]τημενοι απίογραψα) 


[ 

ἰσθωσὰν πΊρος tov] τὴν [wlynv mpraperfov και] 
[Tov υπο] του οικοϊνίομου καὶ του αντἰιγραφεως] 
[ 


δ[καϊθεστηκοτα ev τῶι Tomar φραζονΐτες To τε] 


{ΚΟ 
QUT@V ονομὰ καὶ EV NL κωμῆι ουσιν καὶ πίοσου τιμων) 


ται τὴν προσοδον τὴν εν τῶι παραΐδεισωι και Env] 
μεν evdokne ο τελωνης συγγραφὴν πί. . .Ἰεσθωϊσαν] 
αὐτω[] διπλὴην εσφραγισμενὴν καθαπίερ εν] ταϊι] 

10 VOMML γεγραπται και εκ τουτου τὴν [εκ]την 
TPATTETW O OLKOVOLOS 


lealy δὲ alvjriAeyye πρὸς τὴν τιμησιν εἕεστω 
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[Tar τὴ]ν ὠνὴν exorte εγλία]βειν Tov καρπὸν o ἰδ ay] 
[ἐπιβαϊλληι αποδιδοτω amo του εμπολωμίεὶ 

[νου] καθ ἡμεραν οταν δὲ κομισηται o ylelwpylols 15 
[olv eryuaro To πλειον εστω Tov τὴν . 
[ω]νη[ν] exovros τὴν Se exrnv amodoTw o ye 

[w]pyos [τωι [orxovojuor εαν ὃ εκ Tov καρποῦ Tov 


πραθεντῖος ἡ Tiunow μὴ εκπίεϊσηι πραξατίω]) 


0 οἰκονομῖος amjo Tov τὴν ἰωϊνην εχοϊντοὶς καὶ [. .] 20 
ΤΡ Wee δες τὸ δ ούτε gs le διορθω[σ]ασίθω ...... ] 
ἘΠ πὸ Largan Bue art BR OS i Col. 30. 


ἜΜ Jas εν αλλαις [..... εαν δεὶ 
μητε αυὅτοι παρία͵γενωνται εἰς THY ὠἰνην pn) 


Te αλλοι παρ αὐτῶν οι πραγματευϊσομενοι) 5 


K 
κἰυἱρίως εκαστὰα {T)a{k)Ta Tov νομὸν ἢ [adds] 


επικωλυσωσι TOUS yewpyous επαγγϊελλοντας] 

και παρακαλουντας καὶ συντελουνίτας κατα) 

τον [νίομον e€eaTw Tos γεωργοις [ws γ]εγρα 

πτίαι)] παροντων τουτων συντείλεσἾ]ᾳι evalv] το 
τιοῖν τίου παρὰ του οἰκονομου καὶ Tou [α]ντιγίρα) 

φεως συναπεσταλμενου εκασταὰ Tovey καὶ εινίαι) 

κατα τουτὸο αζημιους παραγενομενου Oe] 

[του] διοικουντος την ὠνὴν δηλουτωσαν [To γενη] 

[μα Kat] THY αποδειξιν ποιεισθωσαν παϊραχ)ρί[η] If 
[ula ws ὑπερ εκαστων διωικηκασιν ὁ δὲ πίαρ]α 


του οἰκονομου καὶ του αντιγραφεως γραψαν 
D 
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TES δοτωσαν Τοῦ TE γενήματος Καὶ TNS απὸ 


μοιραϊς] τον λογον κατα γεωργον 


20 ATIOKOMIZE[IN] THN AIIOMOIPAN 
οἱ δὲ γεωργοι t[ylv γινομενην amopodpjav [rlov 


Col. 81. About 7 lines lost. 
PBS Wes {τ Sonik Ome λον dle Reine AG απο]μοιραν evs [To αποδοχι] 
OV: lo Bi wk dee wis. Bees αποτινετω Tolls THY ὠνὴν») 


εχουσι τῆς ενοφειλουμενης avTois απίομοιρας την] 
τιμὴν ew μεν τηι Λιβυηι καὶ τωι (αιτίηι και. ..... ] 
5 πολιτηι και ΤΠροσωπιτηι καὶ Αθριβιτίηι και Μενε) 


ω 
λαιδὶ και Δελτα του με του X [Ε .] 


εν δε τωι (εβεννυτηι και Βουσιριτηι [και Μενδὴ)] 
σιωι και Λεοντοπολιτηι και (ζεθρωιτίηι καὶ. Pap 
βαιτ[ἡτηι καὶ τηι Αραβιαι και Βουβαστίιτ]ηι και 

το Βουβίαστωι και Taverne και Μεμφιτίηι και Μεμίφει) 
kat Λητοπολιτηι και Ἑ!ρμοπολιτηι Kale Ο ξ]υρυγίχι) 
Tne [και Ἰζυνοπολιτηι καὶ tye λιμνηι [kale Ἡρακίλεο) 
πολιτηι και Αφροδιτοπολιτὴηι Ε ς 
[εἰν δὲ τίηϊ. Θηβαιδὲὶ Ε € εἰσπραξατω [dle ο [οἰκο]ν[ο] 


15 μος ταῖς) τιμὰς Tapa τῶν yewpywv Kia) κία)τα 


ὕπερ 
χωρισατὼ εἰς To βασιλικίοὶν τῆς wns 
Α 
ΑΠΙΟΓ]ΦΡΑΓΙΟΜΑΤΟΚ κομ[ι(ε] 
σθω [8 ο οἱ] 
o δὲ οἰκονομος κια]ταστίησατω ev εκαϊσ]τίηι] κω κονο[μος] 
μὴι αποδοχια [αἸυτος δὲ ὧν αν κομιζίηται απο] - εκ ce Ay] 
νων 


2ο σῴραγισμα διδοτω τωῖι γεωργωι......... ] 
Col. 82. About 7 lines lost. 
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[oe oS eas Oe oe ee es Ἰς ouvayoplev..... ] 

TapexeTo ἱκεραμον]) τίωι αἰποδοχιωι καὶ [... «| 

ρον εἐστω δὲ o κερία)μος κεραμια στεγνα [... .] 

TOUMEVA LKAVA τῶι οινωι τῶι συναίγομενωι εκ τὴς] 

ὠνὴς 5 


o δὲ οἰκονομὸς Kat ὁ ἀντιγραφεὺς προίτερον ἢ] 

τρυγαν Tous yewpyous εμπροσθεν ἴημεραις .] 

δοτωσαν τοις γεωργοις τιμὴν Tov [κεραἹμου οἷν) 

δει εκαστον παρασχειν εἰς THY απομίοιραὶν τωἱν) 

ἰδιων γενηματων την συνταχθεϊισαν) viro 10 
Tov emt τῆς διοικησεως TeTayplevov] και OL] 

ᾳγραψατω τὴν τιμὴν (Tos) δια τῆς τίρ]απίε] 

ἰ[ζ!ης της βασιλικης τῆς εν τῶι νομῶι 

[0] de yelwpylos λαβων τὴν τιμὴν TapexleTo κΚΙε) 

[ραμον αρίῆστον [elav δὲ μη δοθηι avror [n] τιμὴ 15 
Tom [μεν] κεραμον παρεχετω κομιζεσθω δε 

απὸ [της] απομίοιρας] ns det avrov [αἸποδουναι 


τὴν TY λιν τς βοὸς Bas ] 
0” 
οἰνου τίου] χ ME cc eee ee tae ee ews τὴ]ν 
GMOROUP OY sk ew ek He RR WOES ] 20 
About 7 lines lost. Col. 33. 
ia We Ca Se BS Eee as Jat pevey [....... | 
οσος ὃ av pl... eee ee ] επισκοπειτίω 0 οἰκονομος και) 


παραλαμβανωϊν) tov] τὴν ὠνὴν διοικίουντα Kat Tov 
αντιγραφεα και Tov παρεστηκοτα [ut αὐτου πῶ] 
λειτω μετα τουτων διδους Tos [......- χρο͵)νον 5 


ev ὧι διορθωσονται Kat πράσσων τας [Tyas ....... le 
D2 ' 
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Tw εἰς TOY τῆς wYns λογον ὑπερ τωῖΐν πριαμενων) 
τὴν ὠνὴν 


οἱ δὲ βασιλικοι γραμματεις απογραψίατ]ωσαν [τοις] τὴν 
το ὠνὴν πριάαμενοις ah ns av ἡμερὰς το εἰκθεμα πο[ιησων) 
ται εν ἡμεραις L OTOL ἀμπελῶνες ἡ [π]αραδέϊσοι εν €] 
καστωι νομῶι εἰσιν και των ἀρουρων τίο)] πληϊθος και οἹ 
σοι ἀμπελωνες ἡ παράδεισοι των em φϊορολ]ογίιαι οντων] 


υπίοἸτελεις noay εἰς Ta Lepa προ Tov Κία]!. 


15[elav δὲ μὴ aroypapoow ἡ μη δικαίως φα[ιν])ω[ν]ταῖι απο] 
[γϊεγραφηκοτες δικηι νικηθεντες αποτινετωσίαν thous 
τίην ὠνὴν πρίιαμενοις καθ εκαστον ὧν av ελεγχθωίσι] ΕΞ 
και τίο βλαβος διπλουν 


ogo δὲ των κεϊκτ]ημενίων αμ͵πελωναῖς 7] παραδεισους 
2οτῶν ev Trt φορολΊ]ογιαι οντίων συνετ]είλ]ουν εἰς τὰ ιερ]α 


τὴν εκτίην προ] του KalL αποδιδο]τωσαι(ν] τίην) εκτηϊν)] 


Col. 34. ἰτοις THY ὠνὴν MplapEvols.. 1... ee ee ] 
About 5 lines lost. 
[oc δὲ πριαμενὸι τὴν ὠνὴν eyyvous καταστη)] 
[covet Tov εφεικ]οστων ad [ns αν nuepas αγ]ορασωσ[ιν) 
ev npepalis] A ras δε κατ[αγραφας ποιη]σονται 


5 TOY ypnuatwy amo Atov ews [........ κατίᾳ μηνα To 
ἐπιβαλλον 


οσος ὃ αν ληφθηι παρ αὐτων οἰνίος εἰς το βασήλικον ὑπο 


λογεισθησεται ἡ τιμὴ εἰς Tas [ἰγινομενας ανα]φορας 


AIAAOTTICMOC 


1ooTay δὲ TavTEs οἱ EK τῆς ὠνΐης κϊαρποῖι πωλ]ηθωσιν 
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παραλαβὼν o οἰκονομος τον nylopakjora τίην ὠἸνὴν 

καὶ τοὺς μετοχους αὐτου Kat Tloly ar[rrypadlen ὃ[ια]) 

λογισασθω προς τον τὴν ὠνὴν [εχο]ντία και τους] μετο 

χοὺυς καὶ εαν μεν επιγενημα mleptlne [επιδιαγρίαψα 

TW τῶι τε ἀρχωνῆὴι καὶ τοῖς μεϊτ]οίχοιϊὶς τίο του] επι 15 
μίετὶο 

γενήματος εκαστῶι κατὰ τὴν (ωνὴν) χίην επὶι 

βαλλον δια της βασιλικης τραπεζης. εαν ὃ [εγ]δεια 

γενηται πρασσετω Tapa Tov apxwvov κίαι] τῶν 

μίε]τοχωϊν] και τῶν εγγυων παρ εκαστου lo] επιβαλλον 

τὴν δὲ [π]ραξι[ν] ποιεζι]σθω ev τίωι εχομενωι ενιαυτῶι 20 


εν Τηι πίρ])ωτίηι) τριμην([αἱ] 


εαἷν Ole μίη Otelplenilis usin dese eae eee sows ] 
About 8 lines lost: Col. 35. 


τς eav] μὴ αποδωι τί... .....- Ἶται Tov 
το δε καλεισθωσαν or αδικίουμενοι ejay amon 


τηθεις μὴ ἀποδωι εν ηἡμίεραις τριακον͵]τα 


About 6 lines lost. δίῃ 
oO hand. 
᾿ εἸζγι)νεσίθω οπως av γινΐηται κίατα Ta γεγ)ραμμενα Col. 36. 
ερρωσθε Lxy Δαισιου ε Bieter 
τίους κατα τὴν χίωραν βασιλικους γραμματεις 
τωΐν νομὼν απ]ογραφειν εκασῖον οὐ νομοῦ γραμ 
μαίτενει To Tle πληθος των apovpwy τῆς apie 5 


Aolv καὶ] παρ[αδ)εισων καὶ τὰ EK TOUTMY γενήματα 


Kalra] γεωρίγο]ν. απο του κβι. διαστελλοντας 
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τὴῖνν εραν γίην) Kat TavTa εκ TavTNS γενηματα 
ινα [η] λοιπὴ [. - . 1 εξ ns See την Eextnv συναγεσθαι 

10 τηι [Φιλαίδελφωι κἸ]αι τίοἸϊυτων διδοναι χειρογραφιαν 
rols πἸαῖρα Carupoly πραγματευομενοις ὠσαυταϊς) 
δὲ καὶ τίουὶ]ς κἰληρο]ϊυχους τοὺς ἐεχοντας (Tous) αμπελωϊνας) 
ἡ παραϊδεισ)ουΐς εἰν τοις κληροις οἷς εἰληφασι παρα τίο]υ βα 
alAews καὶ τίουὶ]ς λοιπους TavTas Tous Κεκτημενους 

15 ἀαμπελωνας ἡ παραδεισους ἢ εν δωρεαις ExovTas ἢ YE 
ὠργουντὰας καθ οντινουν τροπὸν εκαστον To καθ av 


Tov ἀπογράφειν το τε πλίη]θος της yns καὶ Ta γε 
την 
νηματα και διδονία]ι τίω]ν γενηϊμίατων εκτὴν 


[Αρσ]ινοηι Φίἠλαδίελ]φωι εἰς] τίην] θυσιαν kali] την σπίο]νδίην) 


Col. 87. About 7 lines lost. 
Plate 
VII. fens EER δὲς ghee Gewese ] avreyplab 1... ee eee ] 


[βασιλεῖυς Πτολεμαιος [rows στρ]ατηγοις και Tos ἱππαρχοις] 

[kale τοις Ἴγεμοσι και το[ι)ς νομαρχαῖς και τοῖς τοίΐπαρχαις και τοις 
[οικἸονομοις και τοις αντιγραφευσι και τοις βασιλίικοις γραμματευσι 

5 ἰκΊαι τοις Λιβυαρχαις και τοις αρχιφυλακιταῖις Tact χα]ιρειν 
[αἸπεσταλκαμεν ὑμῖν ταντιγραφα του προγίραμματος καὶθ o de 
ἰσυἱντελειν τὴν ἐκτην THe Φιλαδελῴφωι επίιμελες ουν υμὴν γινε 
ἰσθ]ω ὁπως αν γινηται κατὰ ταυτὰ 

ερρωσθε Lxy Διου κΙ.] 


10[0g0L εχουσιν ἀμπελωνας ἡ παραδεισους τρόπωι ωιτ[ινιου]ν 


τε 
[διδοίιτωσαν παντες τοις παρὰ (ατυρου πραγματίευομενοις] 


[και Tos παρα Διονυσοδωρου τεταγμενοις εγλογιίσταις Kara] 


[voluous χε[ἡρογραφιας ἡ αυτοι ἡ οι διοικουντες ἡ ἴοι γεωργου) 
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[vlres τὰ κίτ]ηματα avtwy amo Lin ews [LKa ] 

To τε πληίθοὶς των γενηματων και εἰς ποίον ἱερον [εδΊιδο 15 
[olav τὴν γινομενην εκτὴν καὶ ποσον TOV ενιαυτου waa 

[τως δὲ και on lepelg εκ ποιοῦ κτηματος εκαστος ελαμβία]νον 
kia} ποσον οινον n ἀργυρίι]ον του ἐνιαυτοῦ ομοιως de did οἸτωσαϊν) 
και οἱ βασιλικῖίοι ypaluparers [κ]αι οι [. . «τ ee ] 


[....] τουτίων MeHoypanles use Gowrie es ewes wa ᾽ς ] 20 
ἐκ μηνος Λωιου 1 3rd 
hand. 
β ad Col. 38 
διζο)ρθωσζο)μεθα τοις (mapa) aia 
 Απολλωνίοῦ Tov διοικητοῦυ σ. 
About 5 lines lost. 6th 
[Poe Be es eT WOE ei ee aig Be eI Tov] ees 
Col. 39. 
μεν ἰσησαμου την αρ[τ]Ἰαβίην την τριακοΊνταχοι ΄ Plate 
VIII. 
νικον καϊθαρον) εἰς ολμον ΚΕ [ἢ Tov δὲ κ]ροτωνος 
την αρταβὴν τὴν τριακονϊταχοινικ)ον καθαρον 
εἰς ολμον Ε ὃ κνηκου καθαίρον εἰς ολ]μον τὴν 5 
apraBnv Ε a= κολυκινθινου τὴν αρταβην /— 
του εκ του λινου σπερματος Γ᾿ 
εαν δῖε] μη βουληται ο γεωργος δίιδο]ναι καθαρον 
εἰς ολμὸον παραμετρειτω απὸ τηϊς] aAw καθαρας 
ι 
Kookivot:) καὶ προσμετρείτω els την αποκαθαρσιν το 


εἰς ολμὸον του μεν σησαμοῦυ Tas [exalrov ap ζ 


και του κροτωνος To ἰσον τῆς [δε κνηκΊου ap ἢ 
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AapBaverwoayv δὲ παρα τωῖν yewlpyov 
εἰς τας δυο δραχμας τὰς λογίευομενας 
15 470 Tov σησάμου Kat τὴν Ε α [Tov κ]ροτωνος 
σήσαμον καὶ κροτωνα τιμῆς τίης εν] τῶι 
διαγραμματι yeypapperns ἀργυριον 
de un πρασσεσθωσαν 
ἄλλωι δὲ μηθενι εζξουσιαν exerooay οἱ γεωργίοι] 
29. πώλειν μίητε σησαμον μητε κροταϊνα)] 


Col. 40. About 5 lines lost. 
PlateIX. [ 


[τιγραἸἰφεως παρία του κωμα)]ρίχ]ου κίαι azo} 
σφρία)γισμα διδοτίωσαν τωι κἸωμαρχηι ov] 

map εκαστίου)] yew[pyov ελαβοὶν eav δὲ μη δωσι 
5τὸ αποσφραγισμα μὴ προιεσθω ο κωμαρχης 

εκ τῆς κωμῆς εἰ δὲ μὴ ἀποτινέτω 

εἰς To βασιλικον Ε "A καὶ ὁ τι αν ἢ ὠνὴ δια ταῦ 


τα καταβλαβὴ πενίτ]απλουν 


πωλησουσι δὲ TO ελαι[ον] εν THL χωραι (του [μ]εν) 
TO TE vp Vv και τοῦ KLKLOS και του κολυκυντινου 
το σησαμινου καὶ το(ὺυλ κνίηϊκινου πρὸς χαλκὸν Kat επελλυχνιοῦυ 


TOM μετρητὴν Tov [δωδεϊκαχουν Ε μὴ 


ε 
ἤν: δὲ κικιος καὶ κολοκίυντινο]υ και πελλυχνιου) 


TOM μετρητὴν Β A την δε κοτυληντε 


εἶν ΑἸλεξανδρειαι δὲ kar] rye Λιβυηι πασηι 
καὶ τοῦ κικιΐος] ᾿ τὴν ὃε KoTvAny= 
τό τοῦ onolajuvioly tou μεϊτρητην Ε μη (και του) 
ΤΡ 


(κ[ήκιος Tom μίετ)ρητην [Ε] μη) και παϊρεἸξουσιν 


OF PTOLEMY PHILADELPHUS. 25 


{κανοὴ]ν τοις [βουϊλομενοις ὠνεισθαι πίωἸλοίυϊντες 
δίια xwlpas ev [πὶασαις ταῖς πολεσιν [και κωΐμαις 


ἰ τος lo. pl. . μ]ετίρ)οις τοις εξεταίσθεισιν) ὑπὸ 


[Tov οιἰκονομου Kat Tov αν]τιγραφεωϊς] 20 
About 5 lines lost. Col. 41. 
GuvTeAd. . 2... ταὶ συντετίαγμενα)] τωι vo] 


μαρχηι ἴο οἰκονοὶμος Kat ὁ αντιγρ[αφευς] 


αποδειξατωσαν δὲ τον σπορον τωι διοικουντι 


μετ 
τὴν ὠνὴν {δι)α του οιἰκονομου Kat του αντιγραφεως 


εαν δὲ γεωμετρήσαντες μὴ ευὑρωσιν το πληθος 5 
των ἀρουρων κατεσπαρμενον αποτινετωσαν 

0 τε νομαρχίη)]ς καὶ 0 τοπαρχῆς και O οἰκονομος 

και O αντιγραφεὺυς εκαστος των altitiwy εἰς μεν 


To βασιλικον πα B και τοις THY ὠνὴν εχουσιν 


τε 
του σησαμίου o εδει λαβειν αυὐτους τῆς ap Ε β 


TO 
Tov δὲ κροτωΐνος] τῆς ap k α και επιγενημα 


του ελαιου Kalt] του κικιος εἰσπραξατω δὲ παρ av 
των o επι τῆς διοί[κησεως τετεγμενος e£w ορα 
€ 
o δὲ οιἰκονομος [πρίοτερον ἡ την wpav καθηκ(ηλιν 
του σ[π]ειρεσθαι το σησαμον και τον κροτωνα 5 
δοτω τωι TPOETTNHKOTL του νομου νομαρχήι 


εαμ βουληται 
n τοπαρχήι els} τον σπίοιρον του μεν σησαμου 


[rns apovlpals| Ε ὃ του δὲ κροτίω!νοίς) τῆς apov 
Ε 
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‘pas ΕἸ B κιοϊμ[ἠζεσθω Se aro τῆς adw ἀντι Tov 


On the verso of Col. 41, to be read after line 13. 


ΓΙ Tay vopav [τ κὸν ον τὸν cease | 


tal. σίησαμον ἡ k[potwva....j... 


tage. o THY ὠνὴν ayopalcas και] 


ols προστίε]τακται etompagas παρ αὐτων 
[ο εἶπι τηΐς] διοικήσεως τεταγμένος 
25 ἀποδοτίω] εἰς ous ede, νομοὺς χορὴ 


γηθηναι τ[ο] σηϊσϊαμον καὶ τον Kpotwva 


o δε οικοίνομ]οίς] 


Col. 42. About 5 lines lost. 


τίοιν τίην ὠνὴν ayopacalyTa περι Tins τιμῆς 
οταν δὲ ἰωρίὰ ne συναγειν τίο] σησίαϊμον και τον 
κροτίωϊνα Kat κνῆκον εἐπαγγελλετῶσαν 
5 Ol μεν YEWPYOL τῶι νομαρχηι καὶ τῶι τοπαρχῆι 
ov δὲ μὴ εἰσι νομαρχαι ἡ τοπαρχαι τῶι OLKO 
νομῶι ovTot δε παρακαλειτωσαν τον τὴν 
ὠνηϊν) exovTa ὁ δὲ τὴν ὠνὴν διοικων εἐπεὰλ 
θων μετα τουτων ETL TAS ἀρουρας συντι 


10 μησίατω 


οἱ δε λαοι] και οἱ λοιποι γεωργοι τιμασθωσαν 
τα αἰυτωὶν γενηματὰ εκαστα κατα γενος 
mpotiepoy κομιζειν καὶ συγγραφὴν ποιεισθωσαν 
προς τίον] THY ὠνὴν EXOYTAa τὴς τιμησεως 


15 διπλίην εἰσφραγισμενὴν [γἱραφετωσαν de οἱ 
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ς 
[A]aoz [το]ν σπορον {(π)οσον exlaloro(v) κατεσσπαϊρκεὶν 
υ 
κατία) γενος μεθ ορκου κίαι)] ποίσο)]ζ(ν) εκαστος [τι] 


ματα[ι) και σφραγιζίεσθω)σαν την συνγραφὴν 
συνεπίισ]φραγιζεσίθ]ω δὲ καὶ ο [παρα του νομαρ 


[you συν)αποστάλεις ἡ τοπίαρχου) 20 
About 5 lines lost. Col. 43. 

[σὰν καὶ ex [rov..... Tos of. . .. .. ] 

παραμετρειν ἱεναντιοὴν τῶν yewpywv εξίω opal 


dorm δὲ ο νομαρχῆς n 0 προεστήκως Tov vo 

μου τῶν αρίοϊυρων τον σπορον KaTa yewpyov προ 

τερον ἡ συνκομιζεσθαι Tov καρπον nuepous εξη 5 
κοντα εαν δὲ μὴ δωι n μὴ παρασχῆται τους 

γεωργους εσπαρκοτας το πληθος το διαγραφεν 


τα 
αποτινετῶ τωι τὴν ὠνὴν πριαμενωι καὶ επι 
TYLA τα yeypoppeva autos δε πρασσετω [Tlapa 
[των yewpyov tov ηπειθηκοτων 8 


[οσ]οι ὃ ατελεις εἰσιν κατὰ THY χωραν ἢ εν δίωρεα]ι 


[η] εν δοϑτοΐ: εχουσιζ(ν) κωμας καὶ ynv Trap ape] 
[TlpeTwoayv παν τὸ γενομενον avTots σησαϊμοὶν 

[κ]αὶ Tov κροτωνα και Ta λοιπα φορτια Ta συΐϊγκὶυ 

ρίοῖντα εἰς την εἐλαικην υπολιπομενοι εἰς σπίερὶμα 15 
To ἱκανὸν τιμὴν κομίζομενοι προς χαλκίον 

του μεν σηϊσίαμου τῆς ap Ε S Tov δὲ κροτωνος 


τὴν ap kt y= THs] δὲ κυϊηίκου τὴν ap Ε a cay 
E2 
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δὲ μὴ παρὶαμετρησωϊσι] παΐν το σϊησαϊμον 
On the verso of Col. 43, to be read after line 2. 


20 Tov [de διαγραφεντος σπαρηΐναι onoapjov 
και ἰκροτωΐνος [els adAovs νομοὺς πἰίοιησου) 
[σι]ν τὴν τιμησιν o οἰκ[ονομος καὶ o [α]ντιγρα 
evs και τίο] σήσαμον καὶ τον κροτωνα παΐρα) 


λαμβανετωσαν παρα τῶν γεωργίων] 
25 δοτω ὃ[ε ο νοὶμ 
Col. 44. About 5 lines lost. 
εἐργαϊστηριον) εἰναι Kat χαρίαἸξαγίτες] ETLO NLA 


νασθωσαν 


οσαι ὃ εν δωρεαι κωμαι εἰσιν εν ταυταις δε 


ελαιουργιον μηθεν καθιστατωσαν 


5 παραθεσθωσαν δὲ εν εκαστωι εργαστηριωι 
και σησαμον και κροτωνα καὶ κνῆκον τὴν LKa 


Ψνὴν 


Tous δε ελαιουργους Tous εν εκαστωι νομῶι 
καταταχθεντὰας μὴ επιτρεπίεἸτωσαν εἰς 

τοᾶλλον νομὸν μεταπορευεσθαίι εα]ν δὲ τινες 
μετελθωσιν αγωγιμοι εστίωσα)ν τωι τε διοι 
κουντι τὴν ὠνὴν και τῶι οικοίνομωι καὶ τῶι 
αντιγραφει 
μη υποδεχεσθω(σαϊν]) δὲ τους εἰλἸαιουργους 

τ5 μήθεις εἰαὶν de τις εἰδως ὑποδεξηται ἡ em 
σταλενίτοὶς αὐτῶι μὴ avayayn αποτινετω 
εἰκίαστου [ελ]αιουργου ΕἼ Γ᾽ καὶ o ελαιουργος aywyt 


μος εστω) 
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About 5 lines lost. Col. 45. 
Fass bie carl SCE ew cca ha hs ca aa tas ee Ah We SRE A ] 
[του ελαιου μεριζετω [. . . .] και απίο του] γε 
κατεργαζομενου 

νήματος του {πωλουμενου) ελαιου τοις ελ[α]ιουργοις 

BS 
του μετρητου του δωδεκαχου Ε (y) TouTov δε 

af — 

λαμβανέτω o μεν ελαιουργος Kat or κοπεις Ε (β) 5 

S= 


καὶ οἱ THY ὠνὴν NnyopaKkoTes F (a) 


eav δὲ ο οἰκονόμος ἢ ὁ Tap αὐτου καθεστηκως 


δι 


μὴ amodwt τοις ελαιουργοις TO κατεργον ἢ TO 


ε 
μεμ(η)ρισμενον AUTOLS απὸ τῆς πράσεως αποτι 


νετω εἰς μεν το βαϊσιλῆκον Ε ἾΓ και τοις ελαιουργοις 10 
Tom μισθον και o τι aly ἢ wlyn δια Tovrovs καταβλα 


βηι διπλουν 


εαν δε τα ελαιουργίια μη καταστήησωνται καθὸ 

τι γεγραπται ἡ Ta φορίτ]ια τα tkavoy μὴ Tapa 

[θίωνται και δια TavTa [ἡ] wvn καταβλαβηι amore 15 
[ν]Ἰετω ο τε οἰκονομος και o] ἀντιγραφεὺς τὴν εγδει 

[av] την γενομενὴν [Kat] τοις THY ὠνὴν πριαμενοις 

[το BAlaBlos δήπλουν 

[χορηγειτωσανϊ!. de [ο οἰκονομος xiale [ο αἹντιγιρ)αφείυς] 

[ev εκαστωι εργ)]ασϊτ]ηρίίωι την κατασκευὴν) 20 


About 5 lines lost. Col. 46. 
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εἰς τίο Kajrepyov κατίιω)ν μηθεν ἐπικωλυίσατω) κα 


ταβλαπτῶν τὴν ὠνὴν 


τι 
εαν δὲ μὴ xopnyne ἡ καταβλαψηι THY ὠνὴν κρινεσ 


επι και 
5 θω ἐπὶ τοῦ τεταγμένου Τῆὴς διοικησεως εαν KATA 


ληῴφθηι αποτεινετω ἀργυρίου ~ B και το βλα 
βος διπλουν 


οἱ δὲ THY ὠνὴν ἐχοντες καὶ ὁ ἀντιγραφεὺς ο κατασ 
ταίθεϊις ὑπο Tov οἰκονομου καὶ του αντιγραφείω)ς κυ 


ελαιουργων 
το ρι[ευὐσουϊσιν τῶν (yewpywv) TavTwy τῶν εν τίωι vjopwe 


κίαι τωὶν εργαστηριων καὶ τῆς κατασκευὴς [καὶ Tae 


ραϊσφρα͵γιζεσθωσαν Ta opyava Tov ἀργον τοῖυ xpolvolv] 


επ[αν]αγκαζετωσαν δὲ τοὺς ελαιουργους [καθ] 7 
pepay ερ]γαζεσθαι και συμπαρεστωσαν Karlepyl\a 

15 ζεσθωσαν δὲ μὴ ἐλασσον τὴν ἡμεραν Tov [μ]εν 
σηϊσίαμου κατ εκαστον oAmov aptaBns (και τρ[ἡτου) 
του] δὲ κροτωνος] ap ὃ τῆς δὲ κνηκου ap 
απί(ο]διδοτωσαίν δε) τί... .. ] του μεν σησαμου 
[των] ὃ [ap δραχμας. του δὲ κροτίωνος τῶν [.] ap 

29Ε ὃ [τῆὶς δὲ κνηκίου tov . ap δραχμίας ἢ 


Col. 47. About 5 lines lost. 
[ἰσυντ]αξιν δὲ mpols τους eAlacoupyouls περι τηὶς ρυσεως 
του ελαιου μὴ ποεισθω μῆτε ο οἰκονομος μῆτε ο. πρα 
γματευομενος τὴν ὠνὴν παρευρεσει μηδεμιαι 
μηδὲ τα Opyava Ta εν τοῖς εργαστηριοις τον ἀργον 


5 TOU χρονου ασῴφραγιστα απολειπετωσαν εαν δὲ συν 
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ταιξίωνται πρὸς τινας των ελαιουργων ἢ ασφραγιστα 
τα opyava απολειπωϊσ)]ιν αποτ(ελινετω[σ]ὰν εἰς μεν 


ΤΟ βασιλικον εκᾶαστος τῶν αιτιῶν αἀργυριου A a 


va 
και εαν τι ἡ ὠνὴ εγδείια)ὶν ποιὴ 
o δὲ παρα Tov οικονομίου και του αντιγραφεως καθεσ 10 
τηκως αναγραψασθω tla οἸνοματα τῶν καπήλων 


τῶν εν εκαστὴι πολει οἰντΊων Kat των μεταβολων 


και συνταξαστω mpols αἰυτους μετα των τὴν ὠνὴν 


πραγματευομενων πίοσο]ν δει ελαιον καὶ κικι λαμβανον 
καθ ἡμεραν 
τες πωλειν εν Αλεξανδρειαι δε συντασσεσθωσαν 15 


προς Tous παλινπρατίο)υντας και συγγραψασθωσαν 
[προς] εκαϊσ]τίο᾽ν συνγρα[φ]ην προς μεν τους ev tye χω[ραϊ 
[kara μηνα προς δε Tolvs ev ΑἸλεξαίνδρειαι. . .. .... ] 


_ About 5 lines lost. Col. 48. 


uo Tolv οικονομου [και του] αντιγραφίεως κατ]αχωριζεσ 


θω εἰς THY ὠνὴν 


οσον ὃ αν συνγραψωνται οἱ καπηλοι Kat οἱ μεταβολοι 

οἱ εν εκαστηι Kopne διαθησεσθαι εἐλαιον καὶ κικι παραάκομι 
CeTwoay ο τε οἰκονος καὶ ὁ ἀντιγραφεὺς πρότερον ἡ τον μῆνα 5 
ἐπίστηναι TO πληθῖος] εἰς εκαστην κωμὴν εκαστου γενους 

και μετρειτωσαν τοις] καπηλοις καὶ τοις μεταβολοις κατα 


melvOnuepov καὶ κομιζεσθωσαν Tas τιμὰς εαμ μεν 


δίυνατον ne αυθημερον εἰ δὴ μὴ εξελθουϊσΊων των πεντε 


nimepoly και καταβαλλετωσαν επι τὴν [βασιλικὴν 10 
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t[palreCav το δὲ ανηλωμα το es τὴν [παϊ]ρακομιδὴν 


διήδοτωσαν απὸ τῆς ὠνῆς 


τὴν δὲ συνταξιν ἣν αν ποιήσωνται προς [εκαστον ere 

κ[ηὔρυσσετωσαν προτερον n Tov μίηϊνα επιστηναι ἐμ 
15 προσθεν ἡμεραις δεκα και γραψαντες εκτιθετωσαν 

TO εὑρισκον ep ἡμέρας δεκα εν τε THL μητροπολει και 


εν τηι κ[ωμηι κία)]ι του κυρωθεντες συγγραφὴν ποιεισθω 


σίαν) 
7th rare ents Ie οἱ ελαιοζολιργῖίοι 6 nok SSS eG eS ] 
hand. ἊΣ 
ὁ, Be Sak ie ς PINON eos au wu ew νιν ee ORE ] 

[Tyuns] τῆς γεγίραμμενης ev Tar διαγραμματι | 

ἰς Sick ως δροτ σννψσΨΕΨσἝοΨσΨσνσσΨοΕνπ͵πσσσσΨέΕΠηςσ, "ἘὁΘὁΠἥἥσρὍΕἕὅΨ “ΠοὋὮἝ2ὨᾶἝ τ τ σον ] 

About 4 lines lost. 
ic a > «ὡςς ] epya¢[.. . . pyre οἴλμους Eki. .. a ee ως | 


μητε ιπωτη)ρια μητε αλλο μηθεν τῶν THe ερ[γασιαι) 

ταυτηι συγκυροντων παρευρεσει μηδεμιαι 

εἰ δὲ μὴ αποτινετωσαν εἰς μεν To βασιλικον πε ε 

καὶ τοις τὴν ὠνὴν πριαμενοις TO βλαβος πενταπλουν 
1omap os δὲ προυπαρχει τουτων τι απογραφεσθωσαν προς 


παρα 
TOV THY ὠνὴν διοικουντα Kat προς TOY TOU OLKOVO}JLOU 


και TOU αντιγραφεως εν Ἡμέραις Τριάκοντα και ETL 


δεικνυτωσαν τοὺς τε ολμίο]υς και τα “πωτηριὰα 


οἱ δὲ τὴν ὠνὴν εχοντες καὶ! 0} παρα του οἰκονομου 
15 καὶ του αντιγραῴφεως μετεϊνεγκατωσαν εἰς τα 
βασιλικα ελαιουργια εαν Ole Tile evpeOne σησαμον 


 KpoT@va ἡ κνῆκον KaTepyalCopevos τροπωι 
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To onoaptviov| ἡ TO κνήκινον TH TO 
ωιτινιουν TO EAaLoy (Kat) κικί] ἡ αλλοθεμ ποθεν ὠνοῦυ 


μενος καὶ μὴ παρὰ τῶν τὴν ὠνὴν εχοντῶν περι μεν 
avtov o βασιλεὺυς διαγνώσεται amotiverwm Se τοις 29 
τὴν ὧν ἐχουσι ΚΕ ’T καὶ Tov ελαιου καὶ των φορτιων 

στερεσθω εἰσπρασσεσθω δὲ ὑπο Tov οἰκονομου και Tov 


[αν]τιγραφεως εαν δὲ ampaxtos ne παραδίοτ]ῳ αὐτον 


C1 ΠΣ ἃ ΤΟΝ a eth ον τὶ RE, κοι βίκοος βο)υλομενον [...... ] Col. 50. 
Tike cae ses ἣν lets ἧς a ek πραγ)ματευομεῖν..... | 

TnI ὦ τῆνον Rhea se ath δ του οἰκονομο)υ και του αἰντιγραὶ) 

(DEG 5 eae Rae we eS Kes σϊτειλαντί. ..... | 
ΜΉ ] εαν δε αἱ...... ] 5 


each bateise, Det ate heal fe Juov eAgl.. 2... ee eee παρευρεσει) 

μηδεμιαι μηδ εἰς Αλε[ξανδρΊειαν εἰσαγεσθαι 

εἕω τίοἱν βασιλικουν εαν δε τινες εἰσαγωσι πλεον 

ov μελλουσιν ανηλωσιν εκαστος (THY) κατα THOMA 

ἡμέρων τριων τῶν τε φορτιων σζε)τερεσθωσαν 10 
και TOY πορειων και προσαποτινετωσαν καθ εκα 

στον μετρητὴν F ρ και του πλειονος και του ελασ 


σονος κατὰ λογον 


οἱ δὲ μαγειροι το στεαρ καταχρασθωσαν καθ ἢ 
pepav [εἸναντιον Tov τὴν ελαικὴν ἐχοντος τῇ 
auto [δε] καθ αὐτο μηδενι πωλειτωσαν Taplev] 


ρέσει μηϊδεϊμιαι μηδὲ συντηκετωσαν μηδε απίοἹ 

o τε αἀποδομενος κίαι o πριάμενος 
τιθεσθίωῖσαν εἰ de μὴ αποτινετω εκαστος 

Ε 
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καθ εκαστον wy αν πριητα[ι] 
τωι τίηϊν eharkny πριαμενωι ζ(εκαστην ἡμερανδ  Ε ν 


2ο οι ὃ ελα[ουργουντες εν τοις ἱεροις τοις κατα τῆν) 
χωραν απογραφεσθωσαν πρὸς τομ πραγματευομίεϊνον 
την ὠνὴν και προς τον παρὰ Tov οἰκωνομου καἰ] του 
αντιγραφεως ποσὰ τε ελαιουργια ὑπάρχει EV EKATTOL 


te[p@|t καὶ ι)] ποσοίι] ολμοι εν εκασίτ]ωι εργαστήριωι 


Col. 51. 


[ 
[ 
[cay es πα]ρασφραγισμον [ ] 
[ 
[ 


About 3 lines lost. 


εαἷν Se μη] απογραΐφωνται μηδ επἸιδειξωῖσι μηδὲ 

παραϊσχωνΐται εἰς παρασφραγ[ζμον αποτινετΊω 

σαν οἱ ETL τῶν LEepwY τεταγμενοὶ εἰς μεν TO βασι 
10 ALKOV εκαστος τῶν αἰτιων A y και τοῖς τὴν 


οσου αν διατιμησωνται 
ὠνὴν πριαμενοῖις το βλαβος πενταπλουν οταν 


δὲ βουλωνται κατεργαζεσθαι εν τοις ἱεροῖς TO ελαι 
ο 
ον TO σησαμινον παραλαμβανετωσαν τ(ηὴν τὴν ὠνὴν 


πραγματευόμενον καὶ TOY παρὰ TOU οἰκονομου καὶ 
15 του αντιγραφεως και εναντιον τουτων EAQLOUP 
γειτωσαν κατεργαζεσθωϊσα)ν δὲ εν διμηνωι οσον 


αἀπεγραψαντο εἰς τον enalvTo ανηλωθησείσἼθαι 
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To Ole κἸικιι. To ανηλισκομενοῖν λ]αμβανετωσία)ν Tapa 
τῶν [τ]ῆην ὠνὴν exovTay τηΐς κὶαθισταμενηΐς τ]ιμης 
o ὃ οἰκονομος και ὁ αντιγραῴφευς To ανηλωμία)] το γινο 


μι 
μενον εἰς εκαστον tepov τίο]ν (δ)ε κικιος και του ελαιου 


αποστελίλἸετωσαν thy ypalplny προς τομ βασιλεα 
διδοτωσαν δὲ και τωι emt τῆς διοικήσεως TETA 
γμενωι μὴ εξεστω δὲ του ελαιου Tov κατερ 


γαζομείνου εἰς Ta cepa μήθενι πωλειν εἰ δὲ μὴ στερε 


σίθωσαν του ελαιου κὶαι προσαποτινετίωσαν του] 
μίετρητου Ε ρ Kat του πλείονος Kat ελίασσονος]) 


κίατα Aoyov] 


οἵ δίεχοντες τὴν ὠνὴϊν παραληψοντίαι. .. .. .] 


[eeu ὠκὺ φρο» ὁ τ ὡς jy ewe της πρασίεως. ... .. ] 


Lae ae A al a ew a ese ew eB pn εξεστω) 
avayey εἰς την χωρίαν εἶπι πράσει pyTE εξ Αλεξαν 
δρειας μητε εκ Πηλουσίου pyre αλλοθεν μηδαμοθεν 


20 


25 


Col. 52. 
Plate X. 


εαν δὲ τινες ἀναγωσιν του TE ελαιου στερεσθωσαν και προσ το 


εἰσπρασσεσθωσαν του με Ε ρ Kal του πλείονος και 


ἐλασσονος κατὰ λογον 


ἐαν δε τινες εἰς τὴν ἰδιαν χρειαν ἕενικον εἐλαιον κομι 


ζωσιν οἱ μεν εξ Αλεξανδρειας ἀγοντες ἀπογραφεσθω 


σαν εν Αλεξανδρειαι και καταβαλλετωσαν (εκασ͵του μετ Ε ιβ 15 


και τοῖυ] ἐλασσονος κατία] λογον και συμβολον A\a\PovTes 


αναγίετωσαν 
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To τελος 
ot δὲ ex [Πη λουσιου ayovtes καταβαλλετωϊσαν) εμ 


Πηλουϊσιωι)] Kae συμβολίον λ]αμβανετωσαν 


590. δὲ λογίευο]ντες εν Αλε[ξ]ανδρειαι καὶ Πηλουσια[ἡ 
καταχ[ωριἸζετωσαν To [τε]λος εἰς ον αν νομὸν αγωΐσι Tlo 


ελαιον 
εαν δε τινες εἰς THY ιδιιαν) χρειαν ἀγοντες τὰ TEAN μὴ κα 


ταβαλλωσιν ἢ TO συμβολον μη κομιζζ)ωσιν του τε ελαιου 


25 στερεσθωσαν και προσαποτινετωσαν TOU με b P οσοι δε των ἐμπόρων 
εκ Πηλουσιοῦυ ξενικον ἐλαίον ἡ ζυρον παρακομιζω]σιν εἰς [Αλ]εξανδ[ρ)ειαν ατελεις 
ἐστωσαν συμβ[ο] 
[Aov ὃ]ε κομιζε[τω]σ[αν] παρα [τ]ου eu Πίηϊλουσιωι καθεσίτηκο]τος λ[ογ]ευτίου] 
και Tov otk[olvoulov κα]θαπερ 


[ev] τωι vopwt γεγίραϊπται woavtiw|s δε καὶ τοῦ aT[...... eee eee Je[. - -] 
εἰς Αἰλεϊξανδρειαν 
[...] καὶ τοίυ]του [συμβο͵λον κομιζ[ετωσαν [π͵αρα TOV... eee ee eee jv 
απ. « «τ» Ἰ εἰαὶν δίε μη] 
Col. 53. ([.... pelvou συμβλ 
Plate XI. [1 ., plevov συμβολου TW... see ee eeee του edatov| 
[στερε᾽σθωσαν 


παραϊληψονται δὲ οἱ [exovTes τὴν ὠνὴν τῇο προκὴ 
ρυχθεὶν ef εκαστωι νομίωι ἀποτιθεσθαι σησΊαμον 
kat κροίτωνα ap ns av ἡμίερας τὴν ὠνὴν παραλαβ)ωσιν 


[ 

δὶ 

[ 

[εν nulepas y Tov σηίσαμου τὴν ap Ρ. Tov olnoa 

ἱμινοῖυ Tov με Εἰ. . και KPOT@VOS . Kat K]tKLos Ε τί 
Two lines lost. 


sh codnagiee WO. os ciau sare) τιμῆς Ae. ooo) ταῖ αὐτοῖς fy ide ... ἡ 
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ἰϑ φτοῦ | εἰς το KCL καὶ του σήσαμον Kat κροτωνος καὶ κνηκίου] τι[μήην THY Lo 
γεγραμμε 

νηΐν ev τωι] διαγραμματι τωι εκτε[ίθεϊντι εἰς To KCL 

εαν δε πλειον εγκαταλίε]ιπωσιν εξιοντες εκ τῆς 


ὠνηξς κομιζεσθωσαν παρα του οἰκονομου τιμὴν 


F «bf 
Tov μεν σησαμινου Tov με (F Aa/—v) Tov δὲ κι 
Ειζ- 
κιος Tov μὲ Ε κ(αΞΞ) του δὲ κνηκινου Tov με Ε (ιη,..--} 15 


του δὲ σησαμου τῆς ap Ε ἢ Tov δὲ κροτωνος 


a= 
τῆς ap Ε ὃ τῆς δὲ κνήκου Ε (af) οσον ὃ av ελαιον 


ε 
υποκηρυξωμεν ληψεσθαι εκαστου νἱοίμου es 
ταῖς] εν Αλεζανδρειαι διαθεσεις ληψομείθ]α παρ av 


[κικ]ιος Tow με ΕιθΞξε 0 
των εν τῶι νομῶι TOU [μεὶν ἐλαίου τον με τον LBX 20 


i κεραμου ΚΕ λα  -ἰνὶ του δὲ κικίος] Ε Ka= 


τίου] de κνηκινου ΚΕ inf— [rov] de ORAL Se F uf 

κίαι υἹἱπολογισθησεται ἡ τίιμη] τοις Exovalt] Tas ὠνὰς 

εἰς Tlas αναφορας τας ywoplevals τὴν δὲ τίιμην των pop 
τί[ιω]ν καὶ TO κατεργον και τίο] ανηλωμα πίροα]νηλισκε 25 


τίω 0] οἰκονομος 


(οσίου] ὃ αν χρειαν ἐεχωμεν ελαιου σησαμινοῦυ ἡ κικίιος εν Αλε) 


(igs προκηρυξΊομεν ἐπι τῆς πίρασεως . .. . Col. 54, 
Khe ii eae eR RES yrov μὲ F py) ol... cn aws. | 

Fa: area eee ae eee ημίολιν τας ελαιοῖ. we sce ee ol 

Oh Ry ds RS OE ED Ἱματος λογον τί. . 2 wade PAGS | 
ee ee ee a jevov εἰν] Tole... 2... eee |) ἐ 


Two lines lost. 
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ae eee eee ee ret ee ee ree εἕξουσιαν μηδεμιαν) 
εχετωσίαν) εἰσαγειν πἰαρευρεσε͵ῖι μηδεμιαι εαἰν] δε λη[φθωσῖιν εἰσαγοντες 


στερεσθωσαν του ελαιοῦυ 
εαν de μὴ δωσιν τον λογον [ἡ μ]η αποδειξωσιν εισαγὴ 
γοχοτες εἰς Αλεξανδρειαν παν To edaov (n εἰς τοὺς yo) 


οὐ ἂν μὴ εἐνδειξωνται εισα 


τοίμους ληφθωσιν εἰσαγοντες) Tov τε ελαιου {(στερεσθωλ 


γήγοχοτες τὴν τιμὴν εἰσπρασσεσθωσαν και 
{σαν) και προσαποτινετωσαν {εις TO βασιλικον) εκαστος 


Ὥ 
τῶν μεμισθωμενων τζωὴν κωμὴν πὶ Κ 


πυπαρχέτω δε ἡ στερέσις εἰς το βασιλικον και κατα 
χωριζεσθωζσανδ εἰς τηΐν] ἐλαικην τὴν εν THL χωραι 


15 παρα[κἸαταστησουσι δε οἱ πριάμενοι τηῖν ὠἸνὴν 


και αὐϊτιγίραφεις ev Αλεξανδρειαι και ἸΠηλουσιωι [του] eda 
ov Tou [ek Σ)υριας αποσίτ]ελλομενου εἰς ΠΠηλο[υσιον) και 
Αλεξαϊνδρεαν καὶ παϊρα)ϊσφραγιζεσθωσαν τα αἰποδ]ο 


χια Kale Tole ανηλισκομίε]νωι παρακολουθειτωϊσαν) 


200 δὲ κα[ταϊσταθεις αντιγραϊφευς τῆς ὠνὴς ὑπὸ Tov οἰικονο 


Col. 55. 


μου διαλογιζεσθω πίρος)] τον τὴν ὠνὴν exovTa κία)τα 

μηνα εναντίον του αντι[γρίαφεως γραῴφετω de εν τοις λογοῖις 

Ta τε φορτια οσὰ εκαστοίυ γ]ενους παρειληφεν καὶ οσα 
[τιμῆς της εν τωι διαγίραμματι γεγραμμενης 

[κατειίργασται Kat πείϊπωληκε. .. ... xopis] του αφαι 

perou] τὴν τε τιμὴν τῳῖν παρειλημμενων) τὴν εν 


[ 
[rw] διαγραμματι yeyplampevny......... σὶυν τωι 
[κεραϊμιωι και τοις λοιποιίῖς ανηλωμασι του μεν σ]ησαμου 
[ 

[ 


βίτης] ap Ε α του δὲ κροίτωνος. τῆς δὲ κν͵ηκου -- 


του δὲ κολοκυντινου. του δὲ εκ Tov λινου σπερματος .] 
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[rov δὲ σησαμινου ελαιου των. ap Ε. Tov δε κικιος των] 
€ (ap ΕἸα--- του δὲ κνηκίινου] τῶν n ap [Fk .] του δε 


επἰελλ]υχνίου τῶν ζ ap F α κολοκυντινου των 18 ap a— 
απο 
και TO συντεταγμενον μεριζεσθαι του επιγενηματος 10 


τῶι ελαιουργωι καὶ τῶι THY ὠνὴν διοικουντι καὶ O TL αν ELS 
THY παρακομιδὴν Tov φορτιων γενηται 


οἱ δὲ μισθοι τοις πραγματευομενοις THY ὠνὴν διδοσθω 
εκ 


σαν ἀπὸ του μεμερισμενου Camo) Tov επιγενηματος 


ev Αλ[εξανδρειαι δε το τε κατεργον του σησαμίνου ελαιου καὶ TO προπωλήτικον 15 
και ot μ[ισἾθοι διδοσθωσαν καθοτι ap προκηρυχθηι emt της] πρασεως 


ZHTHCIC ἢ es 
εαν δὲ οἱ nyopakores τὴν ὠἰνην) οἱ (emt) TouTCods]) υπηρεται 
βοϊυλωνται Gyre φαμεῖνοι ελαιον παρα τισίν ὑπάρχειν 


καίρπ)ιμον ἡ ελαιουργιζον)α ζητειτωσαν πίαρ)οντος Tov 20 
n [mapa tlov 
mapa] του οιἰκονομου (kar) Tov [avtilypahews eav Ole παρακλη 


Aes 0] mapa του οἰκονου ἡ Tov [αν]τιγραφεως pln αἰκολουθησηι 
ἢ [μη] παραμεινηι ews av ἢ ζητησις γενηταῖι αἰποτινετωσαν 


τίοις] THY ὠνὴν πριαμενοῖς την διατιμησιν [οσοὶ]ν av διατιμὴ 


και 

σωνται διπλην (pun) εξεστω δὲ τοις την [ων͵]ὴν εχουσι 25 
ὕλτειν evros . nulepov Col. 56. 
i a a a mega jac τιμασθω καὶ [.......] 

ου Ole ὁ wea Be ] 

OP Ole eae ee ees | τὴν ζητησιν κί. ... ἡ 


οτι αν 
[galas νὰ τον νων Ἰξηι ἡ μη δεξηται 


Col. 57. 
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One line lost. 
lesa hE Saw κα ] tw [.. .] 
τον δὲ μὴ evpovra [a] edn ζητειν εἕεστω [τΊωι 
ζητουμενωι ορκισαι εν ἱερῶι ἡ μὴν μήθενος αλλου 
εἐνεκεν τὴν ζητησιν ποιεισθαι ἀλλα των προσ 


το ἀγγελεντων και συγκυροντῶν εἰς τὴν ὠνὴν 


εαν O€ μὴ ομοσηι αυθημερον ἢ THL υστεραιαι απὸ 
τινετω τῶι εζορκιζοντι TO τιμημα οσου ετιμὴη 
πριν 
σατο (ert) τὴν ζητησιν ποιεισθαι διπλουν 
οἱ δὲ πριαμενοι τὴν [wlyny εγγυους καταστη 
15 σουσι των] εφεικοστων και διορθωσονται τα [μ]εν Ao 
γευμαίτ]ᾳ καθ ἡμεραν [ele τὴν τραπεζίαν τη]ν 
ὃ αναφορίαν τῇην επιβαλίλ]ουσαν τῶι μηνι ev τίωι εχ]ο 
μενωι [προ] της διχο[μ]ηνιας 
τοις ελαιουργίοις Tlo γίνομενον Ἃ 
20 διδοναι απὸ τοῖυ κα]τεργαζομενου 


καὶ μὴ απὸ Tov αἰπο]τιθεμενου 


[ΔΊΙΟΡΘΩΜΑ ΤΟΙῪ NOMOY ἘΠῚ THII 
[EA]AIKHI 


Pl. XII, πώλουμεν τίην ελαικὴν τὴν κατα] THY χώραν 


απὸ μηνος Γορπίζαιον του... . Αἰγυπτίων 
5 Μεσορὴ es ετίη β κατα To εκθεμα] To εκκειμενον 
Three lines lost. 
πλειον [. .| u[ralo[ ξει] τίοἹ] τίελος rolv [re onjolapov Kale του Kplorwvos| 


TOLS TOV ELOLOVTA χβρονον TplapEevols ogas ὃ αν apovpas 
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απο 
ἐλασσους {παρα)δειξωμεν κατεσπαρμενας ToL προ 


κηρυχθεισων εν εκαστωι νομῶι παρεξομεν εὖ αλλων 

νομὼν TO τε σησαμον και τον κροτωνα τον ελλειποντα 10 
καὶ ἀπὸ του δοθησομενου σησαμου καὶ KpoT@vos ὑπαρξει 
αυτοὶς To τελος a/ β Ε του σησαμου Kat Ε α Tov 


Κροτῶνος εὖ ου ὃ αν νομοῦ TO πλεοναΐζον TOU προκῃ 


ρυχθεντος εξαγωμεν σησαμον ἡ κροτωνα ov πραξον 


ται To τελος TO amo Tov [σ]ησαμου και Tov κίρο]τωνος οσὸν 15 


δ av py δωμεν εἰς το εἰλλεῖπον σήσαμον καὶ ελαιον adh ov 
TO επιγενημα To ἰσον λίηψον)ται οσον απίο τίου σησαμινου 
ἐλαιου Kat ἀπὸ του σησαίμου)] εἰς δὲ TO κικίι κ]ολοκυντινον 
ελαιον καὶ TO απὸ Tov ALvolv σἸ]πίεϊρματος κ[ατ]εργασαμενοι 

δια τῶν οἰκονομῶν μετίρηϊσομεν ad ov [ro επ]γενημα το 20 


ἰσον ληψονται οσον απο [re] τοίυ] κικιος Kale ἀπο] του κροτωνος 


ουσιν 
εἐλαμβανον tar de κατεργασαμενωι επίακο]λουθησζονται) 


οἱ τὴν ὠνὴν εχοντες [καὶ π]αρασϊφρα)γιουντίαι) 


ίοσον ὃ αν εξ εκαστου νομου σησαμον n[KpOTM@Va.......... lv Col. 58. 
[n ἐλαιον σησαμινον ἢ κιϊκι ἡ TO KOAOKUYTILVOV.... «τ νον ον ] 

[ov πραξονται οἱ πριαμεῖνοι τὴν ἐλαικὴν εἴ [... σησαμου.. .] 

κω τὸν πρν εων τελος olvdev το δε σπέϊιρομενον σησαμον Kat Kpo] 

[rwva ev TH αφωρισμενηι] παραληψεταῖι ο [οικονομος καὶ yopnyn] 5 

[wer εἰς TO ελαιουργιον To εν Αλεξανδρειαι πωλουμεν δὲ την] 

ἰωνην πρὸς χαλκον και ληψομεθα εἰς τον atarnpa οβολους] 

[εἰκοσι Teaoapas εαν δὲ πλείω ἡ ρυσις εγβηι υὑπαρξει το] 


πλίειον els το βασιλικ[ον]) 
G 
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9th AIOPE[WMA TOY NOMOY E]III THI EAA[IKHI] 


hand. 
Col. 59. πίωλουμεν την] ελαικὴν τίην κατα την) 


χίωραν ἀπὸ μηνος Γορπιαίου του [.... Ad] 
ἰγυπτιων Μεσορὴ εἰις 4B κατία to εκθεμα) 


δίτο εκκειμενον Sig's: ae a ae ae wee ] 


ἰΞ- τορος τ [eae eh wea 2S Bue GS Og πλειον . . vTap] 
ἕει To τελος Tov σϊησαμο)υ καὶ Tov κροτίωνος τοῖς Tov] 
εἰσιοντὰ χρονον πρί[ἡαμενοις οσᾶς ὃ αν apovpas ελασσοϊυς] 
αποδειξωμεν κατεσπαρμενας των προκηρυ 

10 χθεισων εν εκαστωι νόμωι παρεξομεν εἴ αλλων 
νομῶν TO τε σησαμον και τον κροτωῶνα τον εν 
λείποντα καὶ ἀπὸ Tov δοθησομενου σησαμου 
καὶ KpoT@vos ὑπαρζξει αυτοις TO τελος αἰ BF 


τῆς ἀρταβης καὶ Ε a Tov κροτωνος 


τιϑεξ ov 6 αν νομου To πλεοναζον του προκηρυ 
χθεντος εἰσαγωμεν ἢ σήσαμον ἢ κροτωνα ov 
mpakovTa To TeAOS TO ἀπὸ του σήσαμου και του 


κροϊτίωνος οσον [δ] αν un δωμεν εἰς το ελλειπον 


σησία)μον Kat ελαιοῖν)] ab ov και To επιγείν]ημα το wor 
20 ληΐμψονται οσοῖν] amo του σησαμίιν)ου ελαιου 
και [του] σησαμου [els δὲ To κικι TO κολίοκυνθινον ελαι 
ον Kae τῖο απὸ Tov ἴλ)]ινου σπερματος κί. . Klarepya 
σαΐμενοι δια] τωῖν ο]ικονομων μετρηϊσομεὶν ov το ε[πι] 
γείνημα το wov ληϊμψονται οσὸον ἀπὸ tle Tov κικιος και απο) 


25 τίου KpoT@vos ελαμίβανον τῶι δὲ kalrepyacapevar] 
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επακολουθϊησουσιν οἱ τὴν ὠν]ὴν 
exovtes και ἱπαρασφραγιουνἾται 

οσον ὃ av εἷ εκίαστου νομου σησΐαμον 
ἢ κροτωῖνα. ...««τὐν ως ῃ ελαι]ον 
[σἸησαμινίον ἢ κικι ἢ TO κολοκυὶν 
[ΠΡΟ 24 Se GM Swe τὴν ov πραζον) 


[ται οἱ πριαμενοι την ελαικην εξ... . oF] 


τελος ουθεν το δὲ σπειρομενίον σησ]α 
μον καὶ KpoT@y εν τηι αφωρισμε 

νη: παραλήημψεται O οἰκονομος και 
χορηγήσει εἰς TO ελαιουργιον To εν A 
λεξανδρειαι πωλουμεν δὲ τὴν 

ὠνὴν προς χαλκον καὶ λημψομεθα 

εἰς τον στατηρα οβολους Kd εαν δε 
πλείω ἢ ρυσις εγβηι υπαρξει το ελαιον 


και κικι εἰς το βασιλικον 


EN ΤΩΙ CAITHI CYN NAYKPATEI 


a. 
σησαμου ἢ M 


a 
κροτωνος δὲ Μ᾿ Αυλγβ' 
και wot [εἰς THY εν Αλεξανδρειαι 


διαθεσιν [ov] τελος ουθεν πραξεται 


a 
o τον Cafirnly ayopacials ὃ Μχξςεγ' 
και σησαϊμου) εἰς την εἶν] Αλεξανδρει 
αι διαθεσῖιν ἸαρΤ 


G2 


Col. 60. 
Pl. XIII. 


Io 


15 


20 


25 
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Col. 61. EN [THI AIBYHI ΠΑΊΓΗΙ X@PIC THC [A®®PIC] 
[MENHC onoapov] ἃ ἘΨ 
καὶ ev THL αφω)ρισμενηι o See [xopnyety] 
εἰς τὴν ev Αλεϊξανδρειαι δια 


θεσιν ov] τελος, ουθεῖν πραξεται ο τὴν] 


tov δὲ κροτωνα ov de κατεργασθη) 


ναι εν THL ὠνῆι χορηγήσομεν εξ) 


[ 
[ 
[ 
[AcBunv αγορασας] 8 [. .] 
[ 
[ 
[aAAwy vopoly api. .] 
10 ov τελος TO γινομενον απὸ 
του κροτωνος ὑπαρζξει τωι τὴν 


Λιβυὴν -αγορασαντι 


EN ΤΩΙ ΠΡΟΓΘΩΠΙΤΗΙ 
σησαμου & ᾽Αω 
15 Kpotavos ὦ ’B 
και ὠστε εἰς τὴν ev AdeEavdperar 
διαθεσιν ov τελος ουθεν πβαξεται 


o tov ἸΪροσωπιτην ayopacas 
a 
αρταβας MT x 
20 EN TOI NITP[I]@ THI 
σησαμου 8 τ 
[τον δε Kpotwva ov δει κατεργίαϊσθηναι 
[ev] rye ὠνη[ χορηγήσομεν €& [ar] 
[λων] νομίων ap “A 
25 [ov τελος Tlo γινομενον απίο του) 


Col. 62. [κροτ]ωνος υπαρξῖει τῶι ΤτῊν] 
[Νιτ]ριωτὴην aylopacavrt] 
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[EN TOI CEBENNYT|HI] 
[onolapov ὃ [. .] 
[kat wlore εἰς την ev Αλεξανδρειαι] 5 
[διαθεῖσιν ov τεῖλος ουθεν mpa€e] 
[rae o] τον CleBevvurny] 
[ayopacas αρ ..] 
[rov δὲ κροτωνα ov Oe κατερ] 
γα[σθηναι] ev tye alyne xopnyn) . 10 
colmely εξ αλλων [vopor] 
αρταβας Μφ 
ov To τέλος TO γίνομενον a 
πὸ Tov κροτωνος ὑπαρζει τωι 


τον CeBevyvuTny ἀαγορασαντι 15 


EN TOI MENAHCIQ)I 
o[nolapov ὃ T 
Kat] wore εἰς την διαθεσιν την] 
ev τοις ἄλλοις νομοις ov τελος 
ου[θεῖν πραξεται ο τον Μενδὴ 20 
σον] ayopacas ὦ ’B 
toy de κροτωνα οἷν) de κα 


τἰερ]γασίθηναι ev tine wlyne 


χορηγησίομεν εξ adAlov Col. 68. 
νομων [ ap ὕφ 

ov To τελῖίος TO γινομεν)ον 

απὸ Tov Kpotwvos υπαρξεῖι τωι 


τον Μενίδησιον ayopacalyre 5 


10 


15 


20 


Col. 64. 
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EN ΤΩΙ B[OYCIPITHT] 


σηϊσαμου ὃ .jyv 

[και wate εἰς THY διαθεσιν) 
ίτην εν τοις ἀλλοις νομοις 

ov τίο] τείλο]ς ουθεῖν πραξίεται 
o τον Βουϊσι)ριτην ayloplacas 
κροτωνος [ & ..] 


σησαμου & “Ary 


EN ΤΩΙ AOPIBITHI 


σησαμου ὃ ᾿Αφ 

καὶ εκ των ἄλλων νομῶν 
χορηγήσομεν ap ᾽ξω 

ov To τελος TO γινομενον 

απὸ Tov σησάμου υπαρζξει 

τῶι Tov Αθριβιτὴην ayopacav 

τι κροτωνοῖς] ὃ TE 

Kat wate εἰἰς Tlovs adAovs νομους 


aptaBas Τ 


οἷυ τελος ουθεν πΊραξεται 


o τίον Αθριβιτηὴν ayopacas 


EN ΤίΩΙ ΗΛΙΟΠΊΟΛΙΤΗΙ 


σίησαμου 1 ὃ φ 

[kat εκ των αλλ͵]ων νομῶν 
ἰχορηγησομε"] ap 'Ἔ 

ov To τελος TO γήνομενον 


[ 
[aro του σησαμου vrapéer] 
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ίτωι τον Ἠλιοπολιτην] 

αἰγορασαντι τον δὲ κρο] 10 
τίωνα ov de κἸατεργασ 

Onvla ev rye [wlvne xopnyn 

[coer εξ αλλων vopwv 

{aplraBas ‘Td 

[ov το] TeAos TO γινομενον 15 
[rolu κροτωνος ὑπαρξει 

τωι Tov Ἠλιοπί[ο]λιτην ayo 


βάασαντι 


EN ΤΩΙ BOYBACTITHI ΚΑΙ 
BOYB/A |CTQ)I 20 
σησαμου δ ᾽Α 


κία!]) εκ τῶν ἄλλων νομωὼν 


[χορηγηϊσομεν [ap . .| Col. 65. 
[ov to τεῖλος To γινοίμενον amo Tolv 
[ 


onoapjov υπαρξει [τωι τον Bov] 

[βαστήἡτην και Βουίβαστον ayo} 

[ρασαν]τι τον δῖε κροτωνα ov dele 5 
[κατεργασθηναι ev [tHe ὠνηι χορ]η 

[γησομεὶν εξ αλίλων vopor] 

[αρταβας θοὸν ] 

[ov το τελος TO γίνομενον απο] 

τίο]ν κίροτωνος ὑπαρξει τωι Tov] 10 
Bovflacrijrnv καὶ Β[ουβ᾽ αστίο]ν 

αγοραϊσαϊντι ἷ 


15 


20 


Col. 66. 


10 


15 
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EN THI APABIAI 


σησαμου ὃ “Au 

και WOTE εἰς τους aAAOUS νομους 
apoupas Ἔ 

ov τελος ουθεν πραξίεϊται ο τὴν 
Αραβιαν ayopacas τοῖν de] κροτω 
va ov de κατεργαίσθ]ηναι ev 

THe ovat] xopnynooplely εξ ar 
λων νομων ap “Iw 

ov [To τελος τοὶ γινομενίον υὑπαρ] 


Ee Tor τὴν ΑἹραβιαν αγ[ορασαντι] 


EN T[@I CEOP]WITHI 


σηίσαμον 1 ὦ [. .] 

κίαι ὠστε εἰς Tolus αλλουΐς νομους] 
ov [ro τελος οἱυθεν πρα[ξεται) 
o ἴτον (ζεθρωιτΊην αγοραϊσας] 
[αρουρας ed ] 
[rov δὲ κροτωνα ov de Karep] 
γίασθηναι ev τηι wvne xopr) 
γησομεν €& [αλλων vioplov 
apraBas Ἔυξ 

ov τέλος TO γίνομενον [απὸ 
του κροτῶνος ὑπαρζξει τωι 


tov ζεθρωιτὴν ayopaclalyre 


EN ΤΩΙ TANITHI 


σησαμου & ᾿Αυλ 


Kat] wore εἰς tlolus αλλους νομους 
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ov τελος ovdev πραζεται [o] Tov 
Tavrnv ayopacas & Ado 20 


τον δὲ κροτωνα ov Oe κατείρ]γασ 


θηναι ev [ryt wvnt] χορη Col, 67. 
ynoopev [εξ αλλων] vopov 

apTaBlas] "Ey 

ov To τεῖλος TO γινομενον 

amo του ἰκροτωνος] ὑπαρ 5 

ξει Tole τον Τανιτην 


αγορασαϊντὴ 


[ΕΝ ΤΩΙ AEONTOHOAITHT] 
[σησαμου ὃ «J 
[καὶ wlo[re] εἰς τους αλίλους] το 
νομους οὐ τελος ουθεν 
πραξετα ο τον Λεοντο 
πολιτην ayopacas & Σμ 
τον δὲ κροτωνα ov de κα 
τεργασθηναι εν THL ὠνῆι 15 
χορηγήσομεν εὖ αλλων 
νομῶν ap ᾽ςΣ 
ov το τελος το γίνομενον 


απὸ TOV KpOoT@VOS υπαρξει 


τῶι τον Λεοντοπολιτὴν 20 
[αἸγορασαντι 
[EN TOI A |PBASITHI Col. 68. 


ἰσησαμοῖν @ [. .] 
[και wate] εἰς Tovs αἰλλους]) 
H 
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[νομους olv τελος ο[υθεν) 
5 [πραξετῖαι ο τον Φίαρβαι). 
[θιτὴην aylopacas [ἃ. .] 
[τον δὲ κ]ρο[τ]ωνία ov de καὶ 
[repyacOnval ev [τηι wvnt] 
ἰχορηγησομεν €€ αλλων) 
TO ἵνομων ap .. | 
[ο]υ τὸ τίελ]ος τίο γινομε) 
νον ἀπὸ Tov κροτωνος U 
παρξει [τωι τον Φαρβαιθι 


THY AyOpacavTt 


15 EN ΤΩΙ AHTOIIOAITHI 
ono apov & ur 
KpoT@vos ὃ dv 
Kat woTe εἰς τὴν διαθεσιν 
THY εν τοις aAXAOL νομοις 
20 ov τελος ουθεν πραξέεται 


o τον Λητοπολιτὴν ayo 


ρασας & "Adv 


Col. 69. .EIC ΜΕΜΦΙ͂Ν AEI XJOPHTEI[N] 
[E]K THC A[IMNHC] 
σησαΐμου αρ] ᾽ΔΣ 
κροτωΐνος αρ ..) 
5 ov τελῖος ουθεν πΊ]ραϊξεται 
Ο τὴν ελίαικην τὴϊν εἶν Mey] 
ge aylopacas] 
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[ΕΝ ΤΩΙ EPMOIIOAITHI] 
ἰσησαμου ἃ ..] 


καὶ εκ τῶν αλλωϊίν] νομων 10 


a 
χορηγηϊσίομεν ap ΜΒ 
ov To τελος TO γινομενον 
aro Tov σησαμου υπαρξει 
τωι Tov Ἑ;ρμοπολιτὴν 
αγορασαντι καὶ TOY Κρο 15 


Tova ov de κατεργαζεσθαι 
εν THL ὠνὴν χορηγήησομεν 


εἴ adAwy νομων ap ΜΈΤ 

ov TO TEAOS TO γινομεῖνον a] 

πὸ Tov κροτωνος umapéle|e 20 
Tot Tov Ἑ;!ρμοπολιτὴν ayo 


ρασαντι 


[ΕΝ] ΤΩΙ Ο[ΞΥΡΥΓΧΙΤΗΙ Col. 70. 
[onoapov 8) Aol. 
[τον δὲ κροτωνα) ov det) 
[κατεργασθηναι εν] τηι ᾿ 
ίνηι χορηγησομεὶν εξ αἱ 
[λων νομων ap] ᾿ςχί.] 

[ov το τελος TO γινομενον) 

απο του κροτῶνος υπαρ] 

[ξει τωι τον Οξυρυγχῇ 

[την αγορασαντι) 10 
H 2 
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EN ΤΩΙ HPAKAEOITIO/AI|TH[T] 
σησαμου ὃ ’B 
καὶ εκ TOY αἀλλων νομων 
χορηγησομεν ap 'Ἔω 
15 ov To τέλος TO γινομενον 
aro Tov σησάμου υπαρξει 
τῶι τον Ἡρακλεοπολιτὴην 
αγορασαντ[ι) καὶ τον κροτω 
va ov da κατεργασίθ]ηναι ev 
20 TNL @VNL χορηγήσομεν 
[JE [αλλων νομων ap "Od 


Col. 71. [ov To] TeAos το [γινομενῖον amo 
[rov κἸ]ροτωνίος ὑπαρξ]ει τωι 
[τον] Ἡρακλε[οπολιτη)ν ayo 


[ρασαν]τι 


5 [ΕΝ THI] AIM[NHI] 

[onoaluov [@. .] 
[κροτωνος ἃ. .] 
[Kal ὠστε εἰς τους αλλους) 
ἰνομους ov τελος ουθεν) 

10 €)-|7rat [rpakerae o τον Λιμνὴ 

_..M τῆν ayopacas ἃ [. 1 

, σησαμου ὃ Hy 


EN ΤΩΙ ΑΦΡΟΔΙΤΟΠΟΛΙΤΗΙ 
σησαμου & xr 


15 tov δὲ κροτωνα ov de Ka 
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τεργασθηναι εν THL ὦ 

νηι χορηγησομεν €€ ar 
λων νομων ap ἜΣ 

ov Το TEAOS TO γίνομε 
νον amo τοῦ κροτωνος 

υπαρξει τωι τον Αφρο 


διτοπολιτὴν αγ[ο]ρασαντι 


[ΕΝ ΤΩΙ KYNONOAITHI] 
ἰσησαμου ὃ oa 

[kal εκ των αἀλλων νομων] 
ἰχορηγησομεν ap. .| 

[ov To τελος TO γινομενον) 
[aro Tov σησαμου υπαρξει) 
[rot τον Κυνοπολιτην) 
[αγορ]ᾳσαντίι καὶ τον ΚροῚ 

[ 


Tlova ov da κἰατεργασθη 


[var] ὦ [..] 


EN ΤΩΙ MEM®ITHI XOPH 
THCOMEN EK THC AIMNHC 


onoapov ap Bu 
Kpotwvos ap ᾽Βρκ 

ov τελος ουθεν mpakerau 
o THY ελαικὴηὴν τὴν εν 


τωι Μεμφιτηι ayopacas 


EN THI ΘΗΒΑΔΙ 


σησαμου ὦ "Try 


α 
κροτωνος & ΜΆωκ 


20 


Col. 72. 


10 


15 


20 
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kat wore εἰς [τ]ὴν [δι]αθείσ)ιν τίην) 
εν Αλεξανδρίε]ιαι 
κροτωνος δὲ Θέἕέζ 


loth = ΔΙΑΙΓΡΑΊΜΜΑ ΤΡΑΠΕΖΟΩΪΝ] 


Col. 73, ἱπωλουμ]εν Tas TOOT | OS κε ss go anh Wl a ee ] 
Ὁ. fe Ὁ ς Κἄ χα: τὴ MOPED: τ τὸς φως ORS OMRDOS ] 

ἔκ atts nts Ἰειβικην aaolreat exaust See aee ewww es ] 

ee πε ον" τὰ Bare OMe He'd ψῷ Se a Goes ] 

[που τρια doe TODO e 8 ae S ae ate a aN Se GRE a es ] 


The rest lost. 
Col, 74. παραληψονται δὲ και οἱ οἰκονομοι" Καὶ οἱ πρασσίοντες τι] 
Tov βασιλικίων παρα των καταβαλλοντωΐν Ta... .] 


ματα καθοτι και τίη]ν ἱτρ]απεζαν γεγραϊπται) 


παραλαμβαϊνεῖιν [...... Ἰυσι παντεῖΐς . . .... ] 
BPO eo aed eee Week we Ran ] αλλῳι [..... ] 
ἘΣ έτος χα τι αν apa Soma ae ὦ Ἰ δ ἀγοραΐζειν [..... ] 
ENS S98 ke war ew 4 x παρ]ευρεσει μηϊίδεμιαι] 

Οὐ Olam iene eo Ge aan ee. τὰς ὧν ὩΣ αν; τῆν τὸ dies | 


The rest lost. 


Col. 75. [ae ev ταις] πόλεσιν ἡ κωμαις τραπεζαι BacrAtkae μὴ υπί.. .] 
ενὴν — 
Pee ἢ es αἸἰναφερετωσαν emt τὴν αποδεδειγμ TpameCarf. . .] 


[ 
[.... ἐν ἡμΊεραις dexa εαν δὲ μη ανεϊνεγκ]ω[σιν] ἀποτινετω[σαν] 
[rar την τραπεζαν ηἡγορακοῖτι καθ εκαϊστην ἡμεραν ΒΕ [. .] 

. εξείστω δὲ τοις τρ[απεζιταις παρα] των καταβαλίλοντων) 


[ 
eweeie: ἣν ἀργυϊβὲς carves lakes αν τ λ]αμβανοντωίν .. .] 
ίτου βασώήλικου εἰ... Soe ee LS wea wad εἰαν Oe τι μί. .. .] 
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fea peas Ἰὼ» ἢ PONUOD 245-44 OSS ke eae we es i. eee ] 

[τ ων [GAO chia bea ERT RUN PORE SWE ERE ] 

ere Ἰπρονΐ........ 1M tiles δ: δ hue Bagi ὡς, car sek anisareee ] 10 
The rest lost. 

goa e eer eees lara παρασφραγιζεσθω δε o nyopaKas THY Col. 76. 

[τραπεζαν και... ἥκιμον παρεχετω οταν ὃ επιπαραριθμειν 

(pee ee wie o] τὴν TpareCav ayopacas και Tov χαλκὸν Tapa 

[ριθμειτω λαϊμβανων emt τωι στατηίρι προς αλλ]αγην οβολους 

[- - αλλωι δὲ μηθενι εξεσθω εγδεῖ. .... «οὐ ως Ἰεαμ μὴ συντα 8 

[ξηται προς Toly ἡγορακοῖτα τὴν τραπεζαν εαν δε αλι]σκηται 

[τε ἐς τερένδτε Ἰστερξο δῶν ες τις τς wee wD pees le τὴν 

ΠΤ ADK “Ese Se ἐφ προ ἐδ ὦ τὶ εἶ Go ged? eG τὸ ὧν τι 

eee ates eva ae ane δ]ιδοτω γί. ] 

[5 ie Oh Gerace es | TPOS αἷς So G5 ORG GD ie, oS a Re eae BS ] 10 


The rest lost. 


lows wae ὧι av ypadyt| παντα χαλκον διδοναι ypnuarier Col. 77. 
ees eS ee ] wt ὃ αν γραφίηι!) παν ἀργυριον ὑπολο 

(Yel sk aa ee ew A Jov de tov yadKkov δοθηναι τον 
Fee ee ee Jo διαγραφετω δὲ εἰς το βι[ασ)ιλικ[οὶν 
rere a τ αἸγοραιοι καὶ οἱ Yeo. eve wee aw nes 18 

τ φουτο ἐν oe δε JOU) KE. δὲ A ὡς SESS ORE ] 

Lore wes oR aaa Τ᾿ εὐπορῶν sas ων τωρ ως eS we es ] 
Laveen τ eevee ees iP OLORE pad ἐρῶν ee kes ] 

[πὰ φ  ιφν ee we λαϊιβανετῶι Weise skew ewes ees | 


The rest lost. 


τῳΐ. . ....ὄ ie πον δ ἐν e eee Jn δεδανεικεναι avrovs emt τί. .. .] Col. 78. 


WELDER ον πος Ἰ χειρογραφησατωσαν οἱ δεδανει 
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Sek ἐν τὸν See μὴ] προιστασθαι αλλα δεδανεικείναι) 


ee ee ee Jos απογραψασθωσαν Kal... .] 


Vee em ye |vres αποδεί..... «| 


The rest lost. 


Col. 79. About 4 lines lost. 
E. ] αυτον 
The rest lost. 
Col, 80. av[ ] 
NOMOC AEKAT[ 1 
οἱ πριαΐμενοι JeT@oav avtous [ 
τί υπ]αρχετω τηίι 
5 al lpns δ᾽ aval 
και [ jov τί 
TH 
και Tol 
[. Jaf 
The rest lost. 
Col. 81. ] τωι νομῶι εὗ af 
Je Tom πλοιωΐν 
] Tov νομον τί 
Ἰθω de ev nueplacs 
5 lune καὶ αργί 


0 οἰκονομος καὶ ὁ αντιγραίφευς 
] παρ αυτοις [ 
] τους υἱ 


The rest lost. 
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] τῶν σωμαίτων Col. 82. 
εαἰν] ὃ αἱ Ἱμιας ovyy| 
γραφειϊ αντιγ)]ραφευϊΐς 
αυτοις κὶ Ἰῴαις pal 
και ονΐ Ἱμενου καὶ [ δ 
n τοί Ἰσθωσαν τί 

Ἱμενων μὴ da 

Ἰεστωί 


The rest lost. 


jn τοιαγῖ ] Μεσορει και [ Col. 83. 
Japyno| ] τους αλί 

] ταις κί ] απο 

Ἰνομενον [ jv ot λοιπίοι] δεῖ 

Ἰομων Tov ] cuvavay| 5 

wo. .] ev ] exaval 
ΟἹ δὲ otxovopos [ ] εἰσδιδοτω Of 

Jee pnva καὶ 


ι Tov Kara 


lw 
] 
] areAn tal 
] 
] 


ν λαμβανί 10 
The rest lost. 


Jroe τὴν olyny exov]re τὴν δὲ εἰ Col. 84. 
του την wv\nv exovTos [......- συνεϊπισφραίγιζεσθω δὲ 
o αν]τιγρί[α]φείυὶς καὶ σί. .......ὐὐ νον Ἰμωΐ 
Ἰνηται O00]... wa ee a ee Ἰ χρη 
] αποσφραγισμία.... . eee ee ees 1 ealy δε μη 5 


1 πραξατίω mapa του τὴν ὠνὴν εχονΐτος και | 
Ι 
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Jepos εκαστοι ples... ee ee eee ln αποδωι τί 
jae εν τῶι vopolL....... δικη νικηθεις αποίτινετω 
συν τοις τηῖν ὠνὴν εχουσι 
το |THCIC [ 
Ἰσαν rn 
The rest lost. 
Col. 85. | εσιτιμ[...... ] πραχθεντί 
] βασιλικον mol... ... Ἰαν To Té 
Jov διδοσθω τί. ...... εἴχοντι τί 
Jv ἐστω του Balowr..... 70 δῖ 
5 “ρα: <a ase we eee ] ετιμηΐ 
Ἰν ναυτειαν [..... eee es ] σωματοῖ 
ἸΠεμσΨέΨψΨἘΨσνσΨΕΠΨσΠσ,οΨὋἘΠὋὌΨἔ εἰπσιτιμου εἶ 
JHCIC TEAQ®[N DGpieiee Tas wlvas exovToly 
Tlev οφειλοντωΐν 
10 ] απογεγραμῖίμεν 


] κωμηι ov οἱ 


The rest lost. 


Col. 86. Ire καὶ kore ab ns av ἡμίερας 
Inypal |e exaorns ἡμίερας 
μηϊνος Μεχειρί ] προεντες κατί 
] ΑΝ ὑπερ αὑτίων Ἰεις τῆς ὠνῆς εἶ 
5 ls υποτελεσι πρὶ Ἰκοτας ητί 

Jav emt του διοικίητου Ἰπαῖ. . .] οδ΄ 

Jo διοικητηςΐ Ἰατωσαν 

] οἱ ὃ εγκαλουντεῖς Ἰσεν αφ oul 

Japxas και κί ] τους εν τοιςΐ 
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Ἰν reral. ual. jry| ] ομνυω βασίλεα 10 
δικαιωὶς τὴν ἀπογραφίην τῶν χρημίατων τῶν υἱπαρχοντων 
μοι αἰπογεγραφηκεναίι ] απο του Ϊ 


απ]ογραφὴν εἕ αλλὶ 
Ἰεσθαι μηθενῖ 
] καὶ εκ Tov διαγί 15 


The rest lost. 


Lee ere ee Griese aoe ] την [ Ἰνί.] 4th 
hand. 

[φόρον Ἰχίαι και ο[ἡ τοπαρῖχαι 1ΕΣ Col, 87. 

ΠΕ 1. ον εἰς TOV λινον kl jro{. .]εσί. . «| 

φὰς τὸν cas ] τοπαρχιαϊ Jol. «Ἰκω. . .] 

[- (ηναι λινου ev τῶι pl Ine evo ] 5 

[. ie apoupas κατί ylpadevros| ] tov βασιλικου pe 

τῶι οἰκονομίωι Ἰτῳ αυτί 1 και εὐφαντφί. .] 

εαν δε ov ent es rel. .] 

αποδειξηϊ ] παραδεχεσῖ. . . .. ] 

veto εἰς το [βασιλικον Ἰεια πία]ραϊΐ. .. .] 10 

vinpa Karal τω F’A 

επιμελί Ἰσομεναι wif... .] 

και οὐρα εις Ἰεαν βουλωνϊται) 


| Ten ana Te all 


POs [is AS ως ] 15 
The rest lost. 
εκαϊ ] της διοι Col. 88. 
ἰκησεως Ἰητω ποι 


ὴ ] 


12 
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10 


Col. 89. 


Io 


JyTat εκ TE TH 


Ἰγμενων γινεῖ. . .] 
Jav ὃ εχετωσαν 


is αν βουλωνταϊιὴ 


| 
π)ωλειτωσαν 


Ἰτγωσαν τί... 


jews εκᾳστί 
] 


ν O€ λοιπων τί... 


- 


.] 


] και τὴν τιμί... .] 
Ἰδοτω ο τετί.. .] 


αντ]ιγραφεωϊς . . . 


The rest lost. 


] Kat Tov x € οωἱ 
] εαν δὲ αντιλεγῃῖι 
mlpos τίο] παραδειγῖίμα 
Ἰεισθω σημαινεσθω Se εἶ 
] εαν pn παραδι 
παραδεήγμα ο TE οἰκονομος κί 


δι 


] παραδοντες κί 

Ἰτωσαν κατα 
τε]ταγμενοΐ 

Jura γινεσί 

] exe τῆς κατί 

] To συμβολον [ 
ΕἸλευσινι καὶ 


δεϊκνυτωσίαν 


The rest lost. 


‘| 
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Ins εσφραγισὶ Col. 90. 
Ἰκων μη παραδι 
Ἰν μεν παρίαϊδο! 
lv totov των ar 
Ἰμὰ προς To Tal 5 
Ἰυς tral 

Ἰυσις κί 

τῆἸς διοικησείως 
Ἰκριθηι καταῖ 


The rest lost. 


] Tov οἰκονόμον τί Col. 91. 
πωϊλειτωσαν εἰς THY χωΐραν 
Ἰωνται [ 
yey\papOa ὃ εν τωι συμίβολωι 
Tlo ονομα Tov εμπίορου 5 
Jot κοιτί 
υἸφανταῖ.] και εἰ 


εμίπορον emaval 


δι 
] αποδοζυγ ναι τί 


The rest lost. 


] Kae maul 11th 
hand. 


] ex rns [ Col. 92. 


] επιστολης aul 


Jor op parole 


The rest lost. 
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12th εἰς (ζεβεννυῖτον καὶ Πηλουσιον [ 
hand. 


a 58. RO δὲ Fie sas Jayne ev τί ἡτηΐ 
τεταγίμε...... ] Tom μεν εἰς Αλείξανδρειαν 
ας τῶν dle εἰς Πηλ]ουσιον ολυμπί Le] 
5 βεννυτί.. ...... ] επιθαλασσιαν τί 
περι μεν ἰαυτου o β᾽]ασιλευς διαγνωίσεται εἰσπρασσεσὶ) 
θω δε τί... ..... lv και προσειστίρασσεσθω 
Ke tee gh de eS SS ] To [olvoua [ 
[a Saya Se aa ee Ἰεταί 
A loa Mo bra Sia ᾧ εκίαστὴην nulepav 
ΡΥ" ] του εμποριου Ϊ 
lis οἰδαη τυτς, ἴντα τ τε τον ταν τς Ἰνοντων Ϊ 
The rest lost. 
Col. 94. |] vroyeypaplulevns 
ly Tov ἰστον Ε KE 
alvy τωι τριηραρχηματι 
|v Kat χειρωμα Karl...) Ta 
5 Tov ἧστον Ἐ κε TAAL... ... Ἰυσι 
τριηραρχηματι | ] 
] περιζωματί 
πρίασσων τιμί 
Ἰθησουσι [ 
Io ] τυλειῳί 
] και [ 
|v τιμη 
Ἰησουσιν [ 


The rest lost. 
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oor ] Col. 95. 
orl ] 
Tél ] 
οἷ Joe 
Fey | F 1β-- 6 
co ] Fk B—c 
ρωσεῖ Ἰυσι F pk 
on Ἰρεει + ρπ 
τεῖ ] Awwov- To 
] τελος 10 
jo ταλαν 
Ἰησουσι ἘΊ. .| 
The rest lost. 
ετελει ogolv] ὃ ay χρειαν exo| Col. 96. 
σεται Tale οἰκονομῶι παραΐ 
τιμῆς 
Tpnpav nylopalkorwy Tol. . ἡλᾳί 
o(t) δε οικονοῖμος)] Kar ὁ αντιγραφίευς 
ἐκ’ δὲ. Ὁ ee ee Ἰνεψᾳν Karol 5 
IF of 
Ἱμᾳί 


The rest lost. 


οἰκ]ονομου καὶ αντιγίραϊφεως καὶ τί. .] Col. 97. 
o βασήλευς διαγνωσεται τῆς ἴ. .. .. ] 
lero στερησις kl. ..... Ἰοπρασσε 
Ἰεντες τοῦ x ἢ Ἂ 
Wes ἐπι τῶν [ieee cen ows ΑἸλεξαν 5 
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[Spec ] λαβων τὴν λινοῖ 
Ἰν ἀαμναιον καθ 
Inv ταις τοις ov, 


Ἰενοις εἰς TO βαϊσιλικον 


Ιο σταλεντος ul 
Ἰοραιον λί 
] εἰς δεῖ 
ly ave 
The rest lost. 
Col. 98. le γ oF El ]Ko 
ks a’ Ks αλλῳῖν ] 
ja’ F pw αλλων a’ Εἰ lov [ἢ 
jv a’ Ε € χιτωνων [ Ια» ε ¢ 
5 ] οσου av καθ᾽ ] 
] To τελος πί ] 
Ἰων Tov κατί ] 
| εἰκοστὴν [ Ἰν 
| και των αἱ 1 τίω]ν οθονιων] 
10 1 to βασιλικίον 
The rest lost. 
τοῖν, J. ..{ ἰς [μίηθεν [. .1 
Gol. BO: μενος TO συμβολίο]ν 
Ἰζοι εν ταις) 
Ἰων προσορμισθω avi. .] 
5 Ἰων οθϊοϊνιων οἱ δὲ πλειοναῖ.. 


Αλεϊξανδρειαν [.. .] 
Ἰτω pnde κωλί..... ] 
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1 Τῆς SOD Sis Gi es ] 12th 
Ἰ την συντί. ...... ] aoe 
The rest lost. 
εἰ 10th 
oo Cal, 100. 
Tov al 
των de al 
σχοινιΐ 5 
The rest lost. 
About 6 lines lost. Col. 101. 
εἸξαιρε ΞΞ ὃ 
) ετι 
μος 
] 
Ἱλεντων 5 
The rest lost. 
[- - .] @AALJw τί Col. 102. 
[- . μνημα ov ar εμ] 
πόρωι wy τον tool: 
παραδειγμα του [ 
τυλειων δὲ Tov [.]υΐ 5 
τιμὴ λινου [ 
προσκεφαλαι 
μον 
κί 
AIOCH |, 10 


The rest lost. 
K 
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Col. 103. On the verso of Cols. 99-100. 
ἸΙιεμενοι τὴν [τιμὴηὴ]ν των [β)]υσσι[(νίων και τίων 
Ἰστυππεινων καὶ ερικων Ta μεν αλλα χί 


διηαγραμματι τίωι] εκκειμενωι ἐπι Tre οἸθοῖν 


yleypanra: ev Tole... (αματι TovTwe χρήσονται του Ϊ 
5 πΊραζξονται δε [..... Ἰουμενων Top μεν [ 
| eee Sane ee eae ] To λινον εκ τιμήσεως πί 


Ἰενου Tapakal 

Ιων αλλων γενἶ 

αἰποδομενου δεῖ 

10 ] tov δὲ avdl 
Ins Aowrns [ 
Ἰασαντες [ 


jvrae προς [ 
The rest lost. 


Col. 104. On the verso of Cols. 98-99. 
] και o αντ[ιγραφευς . . ἡτωσαν τωι 
τα συν 
Ἰσφραγισμί. ........ ] γεγραφθω de 
και 
1 καὶ POLSKA. «ue dca ow Ss ] rovvopa 
πατροθεν klar warpidos [και εἰκ ποιας πολεως 
5 1 ποσοῦ εἴς ὦ τς νὸς Joe Ta TEAN 
NAME rise ss αν τ τοτδολλεῖς δι oe Se ] σφραγιδα 
The rest lost. 
Col. 105. On the verso of Cols. 97-98. 
[ TaAlavTa πεν 
[τ ] τὸ δὲ πεμπτίον] 


L.-J οσί | εκ τῆς χωραϊς]) 
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ou δεῖ Jo mpaéar[.... 


Tov 

TOL ELT 
τωσαν [ 
λοιπὸν eff 
Tpame | 


οἱ δὲ eal 
The rest lost. 


On the verso of Col. 97. 


πάντων [ 
συντελουν [ 
[lepewy Kar Toy 
TavTa τὶ 


[... .1αν δὲ ref 


[- - - ᾿σεσθωσαν [ 
ΞΞ- rae οι [ 

ls ee am Ἰσαν προς τί 
[seen as lis υπαρχειΐ 
(er ee ] τῶν υφᾳνίτ 
ΠΣ Ἰεσεται 


The rest lost. 


On the verso of Cols. 95-96. 


Ta εν ἐμπορίωι TEAN εἶ 


ὠνὴν εἰχοϊντων εξ ov αν νομοίυ 


μεριζείσθίωσαν δὲ απο τῆς τί 


ΤῊ» ee was tlepewy των κατ Αλεξαϊίνδρειαν 


K 32 


Io 


Col. 106. 


Io 


Col. 107. 
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Gig Py PF oS, κι δ. Soya S Ἰηθεντων 
ἈΠ Ἰου γινομενου τί 
erie Aa od a τς ΤΟΥΣ te ΠΕΣ δ τας vy pepos dial 
lend ἘΞ ee eek eee ] τοὺς δὲ ayol 
[twat Baie δεῖς δ, oe eles Jevres επί 
NON τὸ tcc hap da sear neo ae, Gr g ] rns val 
ln Gace Rie Shiels ala πος wees Joo| 
The rest lost. 
Frag. 1. Tops of columns. 
(a) Ἶκον mpa€[ (ὁ) 1. ρυ...[1 (ὃ 1 εκ του vopov [ 
Ἰλη εκαστί Ἰπωλαϊ Ἰων ev Tar νἱ 
Ἰεντί Ἰδὲν τί Ἰανται pl 
] To επί ] τους εχί 
5 ] παρ αυτί 
συϊμβολον [ 
lyoow [ 
Ἰ εἰσαγί 
(4) Ἰαν λειας διαί (e) [YJITEP ANA®O[P@N 
] ev τηῖι υἹστείραιαι διορθωσονίται 
] εαν Oe τῇ τιμην [ 
Ἰσηται an aTroy| 
5 οἸνὴν ex τοί 
Ἰτων [ ὠσὶ 
] επί λογεί 
Ἰροι wol σου [ 


oe [ 
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(f) Jes ev τοις [ (g) pov xa dea . eof 
Ine συγγραφηϊι πἸ]εποίηϊσθαι [ 
jeAns του εἰ γρίαφηι μηθεν [ 
Ἰυσιν απί γρίαμμί. -lel 
Ἰαρί yplappal 5 
Ἰοισὶ ] [ 
|oeo| Moo 
Jexal lv συΐ 
Ἰων εἰ Ἰων κί 
Jac καὶ 10 
Frag. 2. 
Tops of columns. 
(a) blank (6) Jjorns (c) Ἰαραζουσι 
Jews Ἰν ani 
Ἰτου Ἰνεντί 
Jot ort οὐκ eu 
Jecay αποτινΐ 5 
Ἰέϊ. ..) εκ Ty 
w [ 
ταί 


(4) Ἵν απεγραψαντῖο 


(Ὁ διδοτωί 


] 
(f) την] ὠνὴν εχονταὰ [| 


Ἰσειν ἀαπεγραψᾳῖντο τιμὴν τί Ἰρουμενων τῶν | 
] Tov νομον αἱ νιζομενῖ Ἰμεί. .Jv και εἰ [ 
] και συμβολοί εαν δε ay Jeu μηνι ΧΙοιαχ 

ju μεταί επικρινῖΐ ] μηνι Χοιαχί 5 

εαν 
] και εισετί εἰς THY Kl Ἰυς καὶ 
εἸπαγγειλί [ ] εξεστίω Jeos Kal 
res [ [ vou 


be 


no 
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(g) Mou [. 4] ὦ) Ἰοις vel (ἢ blank 
Ἰς KAnpol. .] ] εἐδιοις [ 
Ἰεξω ied] 
Jep και 
ἢ yelypamrar 


] νεμοντες 
| 


και OL 


απὸ 
ja reAou. . .] 


Frag. 8. Tops of columns. 
(a) Ine καὶ (ἢ) Ἰενωνΐ 
Ire οἰκονομὶ 
Ἰς λειᾳί Ἰκ αυτοΐ 
lore δουΐ en εἰ 
Iv ef 
Frag. 4. Middles of columns. 
(a) Ἰστουΐ (6) Ἰτουΐ (Ὁ Ἰτωσαν 
ἸΙφεσθαι τί var xpover οἠκονομου 
Ἰσαν kari Ἰτον πραϊ ] μηνος 
Ἱμενους [ Jo εἰ.1τί ] Τυβι 
5 ν]ομαρχηι [| Jun λαμβαϊῖν Ἰνται pn 
lv εκαστος Ϊ επ]ιτιμον mpl ] 
] πλεί 1 δεκαί Ἰν εἴ [. J 
Ἰεστραί Ἰον ηἰ εἰπιτιμί. .] 
Ἰτομὶ Ἰεις το βαϊσιλικον ] Tyr. .] 
10 1 κατί Ἰς τοις [ 
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(d) Ἰδεκα arf (2) Ἰοι επί f) Id 
] [ Ἰρημενῖ ro εἶ 
αἸποδεῖ Jac υποζϊ Ἰκνί 
Ἰτισαϊ Ἰρατειαΐ ] αποτί 
Ἰηι arol Joe μελ)]) Ἰγες καὶ 
Ἰημεῖ Ἰεν τρεῖ Ἰσου αγὶ 
i fl Ἰασωΐ 1» pel 
ls [ In εἰ ] τη 
Ἰτυΐ ] δὲ ταί 
vad 
(g) οἱ (h) ul (ἢ av|reypag| 
ou Ἰυντί ] παρα των 
] av de οἱ [ Ἰς ενιαυΐ 
] Tov [ pais τὶ 
Jal lv Toul 
jow [ Jrov εἰ 
Js συνΐ Ἰονί 
] μητροπίολ ὠνὴν ayolpa 
Ἰστοί Ἰυσιν οι αἱ 
jf Jos Tol 
Ἱμαῖ Ἰοικιαι 
Jord ] δε παραΐϊ 
(ἢ) blank (ἢ 1δὲ (m) 7τ|.] (x) blank 
Jov ev 1 καθοτίι] 
KISL \rnv 
Mlecopy ] Kat Ta 
] KEL ]s eav 
] In 
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] Jare 
Jov ενν]ομιον 
ls Jre 
10 Jou 
Frag. 5. Middles of Columns. 
(a) Ἰν αντιγίραφ (ὁ) τ]ρεῴφομε 
] εννομοι κί Joe τρεῴο 
Ἰρος τοὺς εἰ Jae Tye 
ly αυτί Jara 
5 Ins απογρί joa T7f{.] 
Ἰ γενηται | προεσ 
le ἐνΐ ] προβατί. .] 
Ἰσί 
(Ὁ Ἰρα rai (ὦ Jou την οἰνην 
| νεμεῖ Ἰ τοις λογί 
Ἰασθω τοί ] γινεσθαι | 
] εανί αἴλλοις [ 
5 αἰντιγίραφ ιν εν nul 
] της Ae Jap[.] exal 
] erayy| 
Frag. 6 Bottoms of columns. 
(a) Ἰνηΐ. . .] (ὁ) blank (ὦ 
Ἰν κομί. .] 
1 χαλκουϊ. .] ] τίο] ενψίομιον 
] παρακί. .] ] πραξονϊΐ 
5 Ἰατί.]ν Jueva αἱ 
\rnv εκτί. .] υἱπερ Βερείνικης 
Jav εἰς AAcEav Ἰυσιν απί 
] ἐγγυους Ιαλεις καὶ πί 
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| Tov οικονομου Ἰ μηνος δυσί 
] κατὰ τριμη κρῖ μηϊνος Μεχιρ καὶ 10 
ey\yvoyv παρα pov.. οἱ Jou KTL εἰς μηνα [ 
Jo καθεστηκως Tol ws δεῖ Αἰγυπτιοι αγουσι [ 
Ἰαν δὲ οἱ Gv και [ ] τῆς autns λειᾳς [ 
] του κατερίγ]ου μηνί Ἰζαι To ἐννομιον 
(ὦ Ἶκιαι καὶ ῶ if) 
] Tov vol 
Ἰημεῖ 
Ἰν[.Ἰετί γίραφον αἱ 
απΊ]οτινετίω Ἰβαλοντί 5 
] και τοις [ In παρα [ ] τοι 
Ἰῴου το εννίομιον εἴστω Tov BL Ἰτοί 
] τῶι τετί ] μη dau a Ἰεια γεῖ 
Ἰς Toul ] μη δωι Jos ὃ arf 
Jus amoypader| ] αλλοι τινες ly γεγραμῖμεν το 
(g) (Δ) Wal 
1 AapBar[ 
w Grog 
Ἰησωνταῖ 
κἰωμηι eb nul δ 
τ]ρίμηνον oul 
Ἰηι το τε ετὸος και [ 
Ἰεν και THY κωμὴν εἶ 
ex ονομα και [. . .] wapal 
oppayle jouw np. .jel. .]Ἰς την [ 10 


LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS USED IN 
THE COMMENTARY. 


A: cols. 1-22. 

B: cols. 23-37. 

C: cols. 38-72. 

D: cols. 73-78. 

E: cols. 79-107 and Fragments. 


Lumb. or L. Professor G. Lumbroso. 

L. Rec. Prof. Lumbroso’s ‘ Recherches sur I’économie politique de PEgypte sous les 
Lagides. Turin, 1870. 

L.P. ‘Les papyrus grecs du Musée du Louvre et de la Bibliothéque Impériale,’ 
Notices et Extraits, vol. xviii, part ii. Paris, 1866. 

M. Professor J. P. Mahaffy. 

P. P. ‘The Flinders Petrie Papyri,’ edited by Prof. Mahaffy. Dublin. Part I. 1891, 
Part 11. 1893. Part II is meant unless the contrary is stated. 

P. P. App. ‘Appendix to the Flinders Petrie Papyri.’ Dublin, 1894. 

Rev. M. E. Revillout. 

R. E. Revue égyptologique. 

Wilck. or W. Professor U. Wilcken. 

W. Akt. Prof. Wilcken’s ‘Aktenstiicke aus der Kéniglichen Bank zu Theben,’ in 
Abh. der Kén. Akad. der Wiss. zu Berlin. 1886. 

W.G.G.A. Prof. Wilcken’s review of ‘The Flinders Petrie Papyri’ in Géttingische 
Gelehrte Anzeigen 1895, No. 2. 

W. Ostr. Prof. Wilcken’s forthcoming ‘ Griechische Ostraka.’ 

A.E.F. ‘An Alexandrian erotic fragment and other Greek papyri, chiefly Ptolemaic,’ 
by B. P. Grenfell. (In the press.) 


Numbers enclosed in brackets [ ] refer to columns. 


COMMENTARY. 


[1.] 1. ON the formula and the correction see Introd. p. xix sqq. 
It is possible that cwrnpos was written by the first hand. But if so, 
it is absolutely certain that he wrote it as a correction, for σωτῆρος not 
only projects at the end of the line, but is written in smaller and more 
cursive letters, especially the τ, which lacks the right-hand portion of the 
cross-bar. There is no other instance of + written thus in [1]-[15], 
though this is very far from proving that cwrnpos must have been 
written by another scribe, since [1]-[15] are written in a hand even 
more formal than most hands in the papyrus, and we cannot say what 
this writer’s natural hand would be. But though on palaeographical 
grounds alone even a moderate degree of certainty is unattainable, on 
other grounds there is a strong probability that the writer of owrnpos 
was a different person from the writer of [1]-[15]. B and C were 
corrected in the office of Apollonius the dioecetes of the Fayoum, see 
notes on [28] 1 and [88] 1, and it is therefore likely that A was 
corrected there also. It is even possible that a note stating this before 
[1] has been lost, but the fact that the papyrus begins with the opening 
formula is not likely to be a mere coincidence, though see note on 
[73] 1. Still if A was corrected in Apollonius’ office, the presumption 
is all in favour of the corrector here being different from both the writer 
of [1]-[15] and the writer of [16]-[22]; and the few corrections in A, 
when not clearly made by the two scribes themselves, may all have 
been written by the corrector of C, who in addition probably inserted 
[31] 21-25, the only correction in B not made by the writers of B 


themselves. 
Ι, 2 
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The first three words, which are, like the headings, e.g. [5] 4, 
[15] το, written in larger characters than usual, have been printed in 
capitals. 

2. Πτολεμαιου at the end is quite discernible; the vestiges at the 
beginning are consistent with Πτολεμαιου, but that is all. 

3. We should expect the year to be mentioned, cf. [24] 2, but 
the papyrus is hopelessly effaced. The eponymous priesthoods were 
probably not mentioned in [24], so that it is not likely that they 
were mentioned here. 


[2.] 1-4. This section perhaps refers to a second auction after the 
wy had been already bought; cf. L. P. 62 [8] 14-16, and Josephus, 
A. J. 12. 4. 4. 

3. ew cannot be the end of πωλειν : see note on [13] 11. 

The subjects discussed in A, so far as they can be traced, are 
arranged on the whole in chronological order. [2] is concerned with 
the auction: [4]-[8] apparently have to do with the relations between 
the outgoing and incoming tax-farmers: [9]-[15] 9 with the conditions 
under which the new farmers and their subordinates entered office: 
[15] 10-16 with the collection of taxes: [16]-[20] are concerned with 
the monthly and the final balancing of accounts. The last three 
headings, συγγραφων, κατεργων, and εκκλητοι χρονοι, stand somewhat 
apart. A chronological order is also observed in B, and in [44]-[48] 
of C, where the subject is the manufacture of oil; but in [39]- 48], 
regulations concerning the oil-producing plants, little order of any kind 
is traceable, and [49]-[56] are arranged on a different system. 


[3.] 1-3. ‘The antigrapheis appointed by the oeconomus shall take 
charge of the revenue payable to the different companies of tax- 
farmers.’ 

2. Cf. [12] 2 and [21] 4, both passages referring to payments of 
salaries in which οἱ κατασταθεντες avtypapers perhaps reappear. Sub- 
ordinate antigrapheis appointed by the oeconomus and antigrapheus, 
with other duties, occur in [46] and the succeeding columns, cf. [55] 21, 
and an antigrapheus της ὠνῆς appointed by the oeconomus is mentioned 
in [54] 20. Not only are the subordinate agents or representatives of 
the oeconomus and the antigrapheus (himself the alter ego of the 
occonomus) called antigrapheis, but even the tax-farmers appoint 
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antigrapheis, see [64] 16. It is remarkable that the βασιλικὴ τραπεζὰ is 
never mentioned in A, although the money payments were made to it, 
see [81] 16 note, and [56] 16. Of course mentions of the bank may 
have been lost, though the columns dealing with the διαλογισμὸς are 
fairly complete. But the explanation is, as W suggests, that A deals 
with the tax-farmers in their relations to the government officials; the 
relations of the officials to the banks are discussed in D, the διαγραμμα 
τραπεζων. See also note on [7] 5. 

4-7. The position of this fragment, as well as the corresponding one 
[4] 6-10, is uncertain, except in so far that both belong to the first four 
columns. 


[4.] 1. Possibly a reference to arrears of taxation, which were to be 
collected in thirty days: cf. [6] 2. 


[5.] 1-3. ‘If they are discovered to be in debt to the Treasury, those 
who secured their condemnation shall have a share in exacting the 
payment.’ 

2. If καταδικασαμενοις be correct, the ὃ is written much smaller than 
the usual ὃ in this hand, and is more like «. Possibly this section has 
something to do with the informers, who were rife in the next century, 
see L. P. 61. 15-16 μαλιστα δε των συκοφαντειν επιχειρουντων τελωνων 
(so the facsimile) avro. τε παραφυλαξασθε και Tact τοις κατα μερος διαστει- 
λασθε περι των αὑτῶν μὴ παρεργως. vmapxerw is more than a mere 
equivalent for ἐστω, cf. [17] 11 and [98] 10, and the meaning perhaps 
is that the persons in question were not only to join in exacting the 
payment, but to keep a share of it. 

4. ΔΙ[ΕΓΓΥΗΊΣΙΣ would just fit the lacuna: cf. L. P. 62 [8] 6. The 
appointment of sureties is not decreed by any provision in A which has 
been preserved, unless [9] bears on that subject; but the sureties are 
mentioned several times. The heading is here a substantive in the 
nominative, as usual: cf. [14] 2, [15] 10, &c. The genitive is found in 
[20] 13, [21] 2, and [81] 17: the infinitive with ὑπερ in [24] 14; with 
μη in [28] 17; the infinitive alone in [26] 18, [80] 20; ὑπερ with the 
genitive in Fr. 1e. 

[6.] 1-3. ‘It shall (not?) be lawful for the tax-farmers to receive 
payments from those who collected the arrears, even if it be within the 
thirty days.’ 
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I. οἱ emtAoyevoavtes, The term is new; from [8] 4-6 it appears that 
they like the λογευται had vanpera:, and that their services were required 
when the wry was changing hands. Cf. [19] 13, where emadoyevors 
probably means ‘supplementary collection of taxes, ie. ‘collection of 
arrears.’ Assuming μὴ to have been lost before efeorw at the end of [5], 
the sense may be that the tax-farmers were allowed thirty days in 
which to collect arrears (cf. [4] 1), but the arrears had to be paid not to 
the tax-farmers but to the oeconomus direct, cf. [18] 17 and [19] 11. 
On this theory, however, we should expect wempayparevpevors, not πρια- 
μένοις, cf. [8] 2. M. suggests that 1-3 are complete in themselves, the 
sense being that the new tax-farmers might receive the arrears left by 
their predecessors, but not until the thirty days had elapsed in which 
the outgoing tax-farmers might settle their accounts. This gives a more 
satisfactory meaning; cf. L. P. 62 [4] 10-12. But instances in the 
papyrus of a section beginning without a connecting particle are rare, 
and there is no instance of such an ellipse of a verb after μηδε. 

The mpaxrwp is never mentioned in the Rev. Pap., though the office 
existed at this time; see P. P. 42. 2, and Leyden pap. Q.2. As Revillout 
has pointed out (R. E. ii. 140), his services were only required when 
some extraordinary payment, e.g. of a fine or arrears, was made. The 
P. P. quite confirm this view. Then what was the relation of the πρακτωρ 
to οἱ emtAoyevoavres ? The use of the aorist participle is in favour of the 
term not being an official title; cf. [52] 20 οἱ Aoyevovtes i.e. λογεῦται, 
and [18] 8 o em τῆς διοικήσεως τεταγμενος i.e. the διοικητής, though 
o ayopacas is found as often as o nyopakws τὴν ὠνῆν. 


[7.1 1-4. ‘(The one copy shall be sealed and contain the names of 
the gets ) and of the witnesses, the other shall be unsealed; and they 
shall enter in their books the names of the persons employed, with their 
fathers’ names and their original homes, and the nature of each person’s 
employment.’ 

1. Cf. [27] 5 and 18 ra δε αντιγραφα συνπροσεστω ασφραγιστα. 

2. Ol πραγματευομενοι is a general term including all persons connected 
with farming the taxes, [12] 2, but with especial reference to the λογεῦται, 
uanperat, &c., [10] 3, 17. Cf. οἱ ra βασιλικα πραγματεύομενοι, i.e. the 
government officials, [20] 15. In C οἱ πραγματεύομενοι τὴν ὠνὴν are 
identical with ov πριάμενοι. 
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3. ypapetwoav: the subject is the tax-farmers; see [15] 16. Cf. 
[54] 22 and L. P. 62 [4] 18. The official document of the oeconomus 
is a γραφη, [12] 3. 

πατριδος : Egyptians, as well as the foreign settlers, could be tax- 
farmers in the second century B.C.; Lumb. Rec. p. 322. But πατριδος 
points to the fact, already traceable in the Petrie papyri, that most, if 
not all, tax-farmers in the third century B.C. were foreigners. 

5. φορτιων: [1]-[22] no doubt apply equally to taxes in kind and 
taxes in money ; hence the brevity and indefiniteness of [15] 10-16, the 
section dealing with πραξὶς τελων. The fact that taxes in kind as well as 
in money are meant helps to explain the absence of any mention of the 
royal banks (cf. [8] 2 note), which only received taxes in money, [31] 
16 note. 


[8.] 1-2. ‘ But if these persons did not connive at it, they shall exact 
the payment from the outgoing tax-farmers.’ 

1. Cf. [21] 4-9. If there is a real parallel between the two passages, 
Tovrwy may be οἱ κατασταθεντες (sc. αντιγραφεις ; see [3] 2), and pn goes 
with συνειδότων, not with εαν. 

3-6. ‘Let the tax-farmers bring an action, if they have any complaints 
to make against the collectors of arrears or their subordinates in matters 
connected with the farming of the taxes during the time in which they 
were engaged in buying the tax.’ 

3. καλεισθωσαν : cf. [21] 12 and [35] 3. In all these cases the word 
may be passive. 

4. umnperat in A are always mentioned together with the λογεῦται ; 
see [12] 12, [13] 2, and probably [11] 16 and [16] 12. They are 
a distinct class, subordinate to the Aoyevras and receiving two-thirds 
of their pay ([12] 15). Cf. the ταγματικοι ummpera: in Wilck. Akt. viii. 2. 
In [22] 2 οἱ υπηρετουντες are all those connected with the farming of the 
taxes, other than οἱ πριάμενοι. 


[9.] I. παραλαβωσιν : the subject is probably the tax-farmers. 

2. To ἐμποριον: cf. [107] 1 τὰ ev ἐμποριωι τελη, which seems to show 
that there were some taxes specially connected with the ἐμποριον. Other- 
wise one might conjecture that the notice was put up in the dazar as 
being the most frequented place. 

3. Possibly εἰν τω: τ[ελωνίωι ... τὸ ἐπιδεκατον, referring to the eyyvou. 


80 REVENUE LAWS OF PTOLEMY PHILADELPHUS. 


Cf. L. P. 62 [1] 13-15 eyyvous xatacrnoovow..... των enidexatov. But 
in [84] 3 and [56] 15 the amount of the caution-money has to be only 
one-twentieth greater than the sum promised by the tax-farmers. 

It is difficult to see any reason for the correction of the a in dexarov, 
unless, because from the way in which it was joined to the « by the first 
hand, it might be read asa ¢. Cf. [81] 17 and [52] 24, where there are 
equally unnecessary corrections, and not improbably [15] 15. 

5-8. The middle fragment in this and the succeeding columns is 
much nearer to the lower piece than to the upper. 


[10.] 1-4. ‘They shall appoint a guard for the inspectors, the tax- 
collectors and the guardians of the vouchers, and all others engaged in 
the tax-farming .... 

I. φυλακην, Sc. καταστησουσι. In the provinces the tax-farmers were 
sometimes assisted by troops in collecting the taxes, Jos. A. J. 12. 4. 5, 
and Lumb. Rec. p. 325. φυλακὴ is used in Leyden pap. O for the office of 
the συγγραφοφύυλακες ; cf. συμβολοφυλακες here. But as the εφοδοι are found 
in connexion with φυλακιται in App. II (4) το, I prefer to take φυλακὴ in 
its ordinary sense. The εφοδοι were important officials, judging by the 
amount of their pay, [12] 18. Their title is still frequently found in 
the Berlin Urkunden of the Roman period. 


[10.] 8-[11.] το. The structure seems to be as follows: (a) [10] 
8-12, a regulation applying to the tax-farmers, ‘The chief farmer and 
his associates shall not receive any payments except in the presence of 
the oeconomus and antigrapheus. The penalty for disobedience is 
probably that fixed in [11] 5-6. (4) A regulation that the tax-farmers 
should report what they received either to the oeconomus or to the 
antigrapheus. [10] 14-15 may be the conclusion of this rule, the 
penalty for disobedience being fixed in [11] 7-10. (6) and (4), parallel 
regulations for the εφοδοι and others, [10] 16-18: the penalty is fixed in 
[10] 18-[11] 3. 

[10.] το. kowwves: in the other places where the word is used 
the papyrus is mutilated or consistent with the commoner form 
KOLV@VOS. 

11, avev: cf. [25] 6 and [80] 10. Payments in money did not pass 
through the hands of the tax-farmers; see [31] 14 note. The presence 
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of a government official, but not the presence of the tax-farmer, was 
essential in all payments of taxes. 
16. Perhaps [woavrws δε], and then εαν τι tL wv τελω»] πραξωσιν. 


[11.] 1. alveveyxoor]: cf. [11] 7. Perhaps ‘pay as an avagopa,’ see 
[19] 5 note. 

3. There are great difficulties in the way of supposing the name of 
a coin to have been lost after πεντήκοντα here and in line Io. 50 talents 
are too much, 50 drachmae too little, so that the only alternative is 
50 minae, which M. would adopt. But (1) 50 minae seem an inadequate 
fine, and when this amount is expressed, it is called 5000 drachmae, not 
50 minae. (2) As the amount appropriated by the tax-farmers might 
vary, we should expect a sliding scale, not a fixed sum, for the penalty. 
(3) The custom of the papyrus, to which in A there is no exception, is 
that where there is no article the number comes after the noun. There- 
fore on the whole, since this offence would be one of the most serious 
which. the tax-farmers or their subordinates could commit, I prefer 
πεντηκονταπλουν here and in line το, though there is no instance in the 
papyrus of a fine larger than five-fold, when calculated in this way. 


[11.] 11-17. 

11. Perhaps ονοματα παραδωσουσι, as Mr. Kenyon suggested to me: 
cf. [12] 2. 

17. The exact position of the fragment containing ραφεντ in relation 
to the preceding line is doubtful. eau ry. ὠνηι, cf. [17] 13, Wilck. 


[12.] 1-6. ‘If the oeconomus and antigrapheus discover any person 
employed in farming the taxes whose name has not been entered in the 
list, they shall bring him to the king before he has been able to injure 
any one.’ 

I. οἱ δε οἰκονομος: cf. [28] 12, where οἱ δε 0, whatever we may think 
of the Greek, is necessary, and [96] 4, where οἱ δὲ orkovopos καὶ ὁ avti- 
γραφεὺς is corrected. 

4. [βλαβηναι te] Wilck. For an instance of an unlicensed tax- 
collector, see the complaint of the cobbler, P. P. xxxii (1). 


[12.] 11-18. 
11. Possibly οἱ xatlaora[evres, see [8] 2 note; and then ros ev 


εκαστωι νομωι. 
Μ 
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13. Probably π͵]οεισθω and eorw δε] in line 14. The Aoyevrar, υπηρεται, 
&c. were to be paid out of the sums collected. But nowhere in A or B 
is there any mention of a μισθὸς for the tax-farmers, nor did they 
receive a μισθος in the second century B.C.; cf. note on L. P. 62 [5] 3. 
And as the account of the διαλογισμος, where it would certainly have 
been mentioned, is fairly complete both in [16]-[20] and [34]-[35], we 
may conclude that the tax-farmers received nothing but the surplus 
above the sum which they had contracted to pay to the government: 
see [19] 4 and [84] 13. The position of the contractors for the oil 
monopoly was different ; there was hardly any room for an επιγενημα in 
the sense in which it is employed in A and B, and even if there was such 
an επιγενημα, it is doubtful whether they received it; moreover they had 
definite administrative duties to perform. Hence they received a μισθος, 
[89] 14 note. 


15. Cf. App. ii. (4) 5, 8 ws τοῦ μηνος. In 17 a number has perhaps 
been lost: cf. εφοδωι evn. 

[13.] 1-4. ‘A list of all the collectors required for each farm, and 
their subordinates and the guardians of the receipts, shall be drawn up 
by the oeconomus and antigrapheus acting in conjunction with the chief 
farmer.’ 

I. εκαστὴν : this shows that A is quite general and applies to all ὠναι 
throughout the country. 

2. ovpBora: cf. [21] 1, [52] τό, 24. 


[18.] 7-[14] τ. A regulation forbidding certain persons to farm the 
taxes: cf. [15] 2sqq. The penalty is fixed in line 11 sqq.: ‘ Whoever 
disobeys any of these rules shall pay 5 talents to the Treasury and shall 
be kept under arrest until the king decides his case.” This is the only 
passage in the papyrus where the absence of a law of hadeas corpus is 
conspicuous; but cf. P. P. iv. (7) 5. Imprisonment was but rarely 
employed as a punishment, though it is no doubt implied in [12] 2 and 
[49] 20. 

11. τη. It is possible that the corrector, whether he be the scribe 
himself, or, as I think, another person, intended to alter ποησηι to Town ; 
cf. for the omission of the  adscript [22] 2 note. But it is more likely 
that he wished to correct the spelling, and divide the word differently, 
mow|on. instead of ποίησηι, though instances of the division of a word 
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between two vowels are not uncommon in B and C, e.g. [29] 17 ye|wpyos, 
[54] 16 edajov. In the division of words the practice of the scribes was 
to divide a word at the end of a syllable, except in some cases where the 
last letter of a syllable was a consonant. Thus we find [52] 10 προσίεισ- 
πρασσεσθωσαν, [56] 9 προσίαγγελεντος, [86] 5 γραμίματευει, and probably 
even αρχίωνων [14] 9, [46] 4 κρινεσίθω (cf. 46. 8, where o is attracted to 
the preceding vowel, κατασίταθεις). On the other hand, the tendency to 
end with a vowel and begin the next line with a consonant is shown by 
[21] 7 πεπραίγματευμενοι, [807 9 γεγραίπται, [87] 7 γινείσθω, &c. 

The fragment containing Joy os[ and ]fa[ in line 12 has disappeared. 

12. There seems to be insufficient room for τούτων. 


[14.] 2-5. ‘Registration of chief tax-farmers. Intending chief tax- 
farmers shall register themselves before the official who holds the 
auction...” 

3. ἀρχων εἰν]: Wilck. The verb is not found elsewhere in the 
papyrus, but apywr[a] would be very awkward here. 

4. τον πωλουντα : there was no special mwAnrns in Egypt, the auction 
being held by various officials, though generally by the oeconomus, 
[20] 12. Cf. L. P. 62 [7] 19-[8] 4, where οἱ πωλουντες are the oeco- 
nomus and probably the βασιλικὸς ypapyparevs, for in [8] 13 of that 
papyrus the officials who hold the auction are subordinate to the 
ἐπιμελητὴς as well as to the διοικητης. In pap. Zois it is Dorion, o yevo- 
μένος εἐπιμελητῆς προς τὴν ἐγληψιν τῆς νιτρικης, Who holds the auction. 
Cf. the papyrus published by Rev. R. E. vii. 40, where the oeconomus 
was probably the auctioneer. In [57] 3 πωλουμεν, it is the king who 
speaks ; cf. [53] 18 note. 


[14.] 9-[15] :. 

9g. [apx]|avav suits the context, though there is no other instance of 
a word divided in such a way that there is a consonant at the end 
of a line and a vowel at the beginning of the next, except in the case 
of a word compounded with:a preposition : see [13] 11 note. 

12. μετ[αγορασηι] is too long for the lacuna. Possibly μετ[αλαβηι]. 

16, διδωσιν appears to be a mistake for διδωι, unless the subject is not 
o διεγγυωμενος, but οἱ Kowwves. 


[15.] 2-9. ‘They shall be ineligible for becoming either chief tax- 
M 2 
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farmers, or associates, or sureties. (Likewise) crown officials, the 
chrematistae, the eisagogeus.... 

3. M. suggests taking ooo: τι «.7.A. closely with the preceding lines, 
but there is no parallel instance in the papyrus of an unfinished line 
in the middle of a sentence. Probably a division-line between lines 
3 and 4 has been lost, and οι δε refers to the persons mentioned in 
[14]. But in any case the meaning of lines 4 sqq. is that ooo κιτιλ. 
are not to take part in the tax farming. 

5. The ecaywyevs is always mentioned in connexion with the chrema- 
tistae in Ptolemaic papyri: see L. Rec. p. 184. 

7-9. Apparently a regulation forbidding a slave to take part in 
farming the taxes. Though the slaves of the government officials are 
included, cf. M. Introd. p. xxxi, this regulation was probably quite 
general. 


[15.] 10-16. ‘Exaction of taxes. The tax-farmers shall exact from 
those who are subject to taxation all the (taxes) in accordance with the 
laws. If they disobey this rule in any particular, they shall pay a fine 
of 3 talents to the Treasury, and (twice?) the amount of the deficiency, 
unless they enter in their books within 30 days the taxes that are 
wanting.’ 

12. παν: the meaning is that the tax-farmers were to grant no 
remissions of taxation: cf. L. P. 62 [1] 9-13, where διπλας would suit 
the lacuna in line 12, as διπλα is possible in line 15 here; and pap. in 
P. P. App. p. 3, the complaint of Apollonius, a tax-farmer, against 
Philo, his associate, ort avev nuov...... [προξενει τους ὑποτελεῖς τοῦ 
φυλακι[τικου εἰς τὸ ἰδιον καὶ εξ ελαττονος (not ef εαυτου) συνχωρησεις 
ποιειται. (In line 5 of that document read ὑπομνήματα for πυπομνημα.) 

Though a before ex is doubtful, παντί ας ta teA]n is impossible. 

15. The letter written above the line may be a. But if it is n, it is 
still possible that the first hand had written μη : see [9] 3 note. 


[16.] ‘Balancing of accounts. The oeconomus shall hold a balancing 
of accounts with the tax-farmers every month before the roth with refer- 
ence to the sums received during the previous month..... They shall 
not add the sums received in (the current month?) to the instalment 
belonging to the previous month, nor take sums which belong to one 
instalment and credit them to another, and even if one of the tax- 
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collectors or of their subordinates pays back (Ὁ) a sum which he has 
received from the revenue of the farm, this shall not be credited to his 
separate account. But when the next balancing of accounts takes place, 
they shall add to the revenue of the month the amount which was left 
over from the previous balancing, making clear the amount of the sum 
left over from the previous period.’ 

I. διαλογισμος : cf. [84] 9, [54] 20, and L. Ρ. 62 [4] 13. 

8. The meaning of the paragraph depends on what these sums were 
which were not to be put down to the account of the previous month, 
but were to be carried on to the next reckoning. I conjecture that they 
were sums received between the end of the month and the day on which 
the διαλογισμὸς was held, i.e. ἐν τωι eveloTwre μηνι. 

9. The subject of the imperatives here, as in lines 10 and 17, is 
probably the oeconomus and antigrapheus: cf. line 15 with [17] 17. 

10. For the meaning of avagopa cf. [84] 7, [53] 24, [56] 17, pap. 
Zois i. 31 τεταχθαι τὴν πρωτὴν avadopav, at ὃ avadopar εἐταχθησαν in an 
unpublished Petrie papyrus, and L. P. 62 [4] 4. That avadopa refers to 
the monthly instalment of revenue payable by the tax-farmers is quite 
clear, but it is difficult to decide whether it means the actual sum paid, 
or the account of it. In spite of the two instances where τασσεσθαι is 
used and where actual payment must be meant, and [56] 17, q.v., I think 
that avapopa here means the account of the instalment. For the taxes 
collected were sent εἰς τὸ βασιλικον, [28] 14 note, and the actual payments 
might be made on any day. The avadopa seems to be the account of 
the payments during a month added together. 

11. These four lines are very difficult. διορθουσθαι, cf. [56] 15, is the 
term used for paying off the balance of the avadopa, if it did not reach 
the required amount. It is possible that λαβων refers to the μισθος of 
the Aoyevra, see [12] 13-16. π[ροσοδου] : Lumbroso. 

13. εἰς to ιδιον: cf. [19] 3, which shows that the tax-farmers had 
a separate, as well as a general, account with the oeconomus, and [54] 
12 note. 

16. It is not clear whether τὸ περιον ex Tov ἐπάνω διαλογισμου is 
identical with τὸ περιὸν ex του ἐπάνω xpovov in line 18, and whether one 
or both are equivalent to επιγενημα in the next column, i.e. the surplus 
of the taxes actually received over the amount, or, as the avadopa were 
monthly, over the twelfth part of the amount which the tax-farmers had 
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contracted to pay to the government. If ro περιον refers to the same 
sum in lines 16 and 18, it means the surplus carried over from the 
previous month as distinct from the προσοδος or receipts for the current 
month. If however, as seems probable, there is a distinction between 
To περιον in the two cases, To πεέριον εκ Tov ἐπάνω διαλογίσμου may refer to 
the sums mentioned in line 8, while ro περιὸν ex τοῦ ἐπάνω xpovov would 
mean the surplus left over when the accounts of the last month were 
settled. In either case therefore to πέριον εκ Tov ἐπάνω xpovov probably 
means the επιγενημα; cf. [17] 14, where it is probably used as a synonym 
for it. 


[17.] 1-16. ‘But if the previous period has produced a deficit, while 
the next month produces a: surplus, and the oeconomus receives in full 
that portion of the deficit in the farm which was not covered by surety 
. . . from the surplus . . . But if subsequently a deficit occurs in the 
farm which produced the surplus, the oeconomus shall exact payment of 
the surplus which had been transferred to another farm, from the sureties 
inscribed on the register of the farm to which the surplus was trans- 
ferred ; but first ... let him restore the surplus (?), which was transferred 
to another farm, back to the farm from which it was transferred.’ 

1. Three cases are contemplated: (1) 1-5, when a period of deficit 
was followed by a period in which there was a surplus: of the course 
to be pursued by the oeconomus we are ignorant, but a balance of some 
kind must have been struck, so that the sureties were not made liable 
for the whole deficit; (2) 6-9, when a period of surplus in one farm 
coincided with a period of deficit in another: in this case the surplus 
and deficit were allowed to balance each other, i.e. the surplus was lent 
to the farm which required it, instead of the deficit being at once made 
good by the sureties; (3) when the period of deficit occurred in the 
farm which had produced a surplus, but had lent it to meet the deficit of 
another farm. In this case the oeconomus had first to recall the surplus 
(15-16), in order to meet the deficiency in the farm which had lent its 
surplus. By doing so he of course caused the deficit in the other farm 
to reappear, and it was therefore necessary to call upon the surcties of 
that farm to meet the deficit (13-14). Cf. for this balancing of surpluses 
against deficits L. P. 62 [6] 4-7. 

3. τὸ adveyyvov: apparently a deficit might be so great that the 
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sureties failed to cover it. Yet in [34] 3 and [56] 15 the sureties have 
to be one-twentieth greater, presumably, than the sum due from the 
tax-farmers; cf. L. P. 62 [1] 13, where they have to be one-tenth 
greater. The question of the sureties and their relations to the tax- 
farmers presents many difficulties, see note on [84] 4. αδιεγγυον is 
apparently equivalent to aveyyvoy, as there seems to be no difference 
between eyyvacda and διεγγυασθαι, ἐεγγυησις and διεγγυησις, wherever they 
occur in the Revenue papyrus, L. P. 62, and pap. Zois. 

8. Possibly ex του mepiovtos], if ro περιον is tight in 14. 

9. The piece of a letter after Ja[ will not suit ¢; therefore peradeperw 
will not do. There is not room for καταστησατω or καταβαλλετω. 

10. εκ [τῆς alurns is inadmissible, nor is adveyyvov the word lost in 15. 


[17.] 17-[18] 9. ‘Copies of all the balancings of accounts held by 
the oeconomus with the tax-farmers shall be sealed by him and given at 
once to each of the associates,...and the oeconomus also shall have 
copies which have been sealed by all those who took part in the 
balancing, . . . and he shall send the copies of the balancings every 
month to the dioecetes and eclogistes.’ 

3. The letter after αὐτὸς may be η, and it is not certain that any letter 
is lost after xa, though if so, it can only be 1» The word, whatever it 
is, has nothing to do with paprupas. exerw: cf. [27] 12. Each party 
had a copy sealed by the other, after the manner of modern agreements, 
as Mr. Kenyon suggests. 

6. αποστελλετω: cf. [51] 22, where it is opposed to διδοναι. While 
αποστελλειν implies distance, and therefore we may conclude that the 
dioecetes and eclogistes were not always accessible to the oeconomus, 
διδοναι is not always to be taken literally, e.g. [36] 8. On the dioecetes, 
see note on [38] 3. 

9. ἐγλογιστην: cf. [87] 12 τοις υπο Διονυσοδωρον retaypevors eyhoyiorais, 
and Tobit i. 22 Ayidyapos δὲ ἦν ὁ οἰνοχόος καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ δακτυλίου καὶ διοικητὴς 
καὶ ἐκλογιστής. The eclogistae were accountants or paymasters, who 
probably had a central office at Alexandria controlled by Dionysodorus, 
and branch offices in the country. One of these was probably the 
λογιστηριον in the Fayoum mentioned in P. P. 25, line 23, and 26, line 4. 
The simple word Aoyiorns however is not found in the Revenue pap. or 
in the Petrie papyri, and in a papyrus of the thirtieth year of Phila- 
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delphus published by Rev. R. E. 1882, p. 268, where he reads πέπτωκεν 
Θεωνι λογειστηι δια Διονυσοδωρου των Στρατωνος υπήρετων, Wilck. tells me 
that λογεύυτηι is the correct reading; cf. [8] 4 note. The eclogistae are 
not mentioned in the papyri of the next century, but cf. B. M. pap. xxiii. 
41 for the verb εγλογιζεσθαι meaning ‘pay.’ Later, eyAoysorns is used 
for a ‘tax-collector, i.e. Aoyevrns; cf. the edict of Tiberius Alexander, 


C. I. G. 4957, line 36. 


[18.] 9-[19] 4. ‘When the period for which the tax was sold 
expires, the tax-farmers shall all come to the oeconomus before the 
tenth day of the following month, and he shall hold a general balancing 
of accounts with them, in which he shall state both the value of the 
revenue received, and the balance which they have still to pay, together 
with the sums which have already been reported as paid and the dates 
of the payments, and whether from the sub-letting of the farm or other 
quarters any debts are owing of which it is the duty of the oeconomus 
to exact payment, and the remainder still due, and how much is each 
tax-farmer’s share of the debt ; and underneath the share of the debt he 
shall write the amount which he has received separately from them or 
the surety, with the dates of the payments, and the remainder still due; 
but if there is a surplus, the oeconomus shall set it down to the credit of 
the tax-farmers.’ 

10. παρεστωσαν προς: cf. Xen. Cyr. 2. 4. 21. παρ[αγενεσθωσα]ν is too 
long. 

13. yevixos λογος is found in papyri of the Roman period. 

14.-[19] I. οφειλωσιν, deal with the collective account of the tax- 
farmers, [19] 1 καὶ ποσον- [19] 4 with the separate accounts of each tax- 
farmer with the oeconomus. Both sections may be sub-divided into 
(1) the liabilities of the tax-farmers [18] 4, corresponding to [19] 1 και 
ποσὸν εκαστωι TovTwy επιβαλλει; (2) the sums either already paid to the 
oeconomus or for the collection of which he was responsible, [18] 15-17 
mpagat, corresponding to [19] 2-3; (3) the balance due to the oeconomus, 
[18] 17 και ro λοιπὸν εαν τι προσοφειλωσιν, Corresponding to [19] 4 εαν τι 
προσοφειληι. 

τιμὴν τῆς προσοδου: even where taxes were paid in kind, the accounts 
of the tax-farmers were kept in money, see [83] 2-8, [84] 7-10, and 
cf. [53] 23. διορθωσασθαι : cf. [16] 13 and [56] 15. 
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15. tavto apparently for rovro. M. suggests dy for the lacuna. 
avevnveypevov: cf. [11] 1, [19] 5 notes. 

16. αποπραματων: cf. L. P. 62 [8] 17. L.’s suggestion (Rec. p. 324) 
that it refers to the sub-letting of the farms is a perfectly satisfactory 
explanation of that passage, but if avompaya is right here and has the 
same meaning, it is curious that there should be no other reference to 
this subject in A, mutilated though these columns are. 


[19] 3. eyyvov: the singular, because each tax-farmer had only one 
surety ; see P. P. xlvi, where Theotimus is surety for Philip, and pap. 
Zois, where Thanoubis is surety for Dorion. The va which were sold 
separately for each nome, see L. P. [1] 1, [57] 12, 14, [60] 23, &c., were 
subdivided among the different members of the company, each of them 
being especially responsible for a district, cf. [54] 12 note, though the 
whole company was liable for the failure of one of its members, L. P. 
62 [6] 14-15. 

4. προσοφειληι: if this is right, the letters must have been very 
cramped. The subject is not the eyyvos, but the tax-farmer. 

emtypawatw: here the oeconomus only credits the surplus to the tax- 
farmers; cf. [84] 14, where the payment is made through the royal 
bank. But from line g it appears that the payment is authorized by 
the dioecetes. 


[19.] 5-16. ‘The oeconomus shall report... to the dioecetes ; and 
the dioecetes shall examine his books to see whether there is a surplus 
in the receipts from the other farms; and if there is a surplus due from 
him to other farms, he shall balance the arrears against this surplus, 
but, if there is nothing due from him to other farms, he shall order the 
oeconomus to exact the arrears and pay them over to him when the 
collection of arrears takes place. The oeconomus shall pay the arrears 
to the dioecetes within three days, or, if he fails to pay them over on 
demand, he shall be fined three times the amount, and the dioecetes 
shall exact the payment from the oeconomus, . . -’ 

5. aveveyxatw: cf. P. P. 47. 9, and 122. 5 aveveyxapev emt Tov διοικητΉ»; 
in both cases meaning ‘report,’ not ‘ pay,’ and [11] 7. 

12. προσοφειλεται: i.e. the tax-farmer ; cf. lines 1 and 4. 

επιλογευσις : cf. οἱ επιλογευσαντες [6] 2 note. While the oeconomus 
was responsible for the payment of arrears not only from the tax- 
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farmers but in some cases from the tax-payers ([18] 16-17), this is not 
inconsistent with supposing that the actual collection of the arrears 
from the tax-payers was in the hands of οι emAoyevoavres: see note on 
[80] 5. 

15. εἰσπραξατω: i.e. from the oeconomus, not from the debtor; cf. 
[41] 12. 


[20.] 1-12. ‘Any tax-farmers who fail to balance their accounts with 
the oeconomus, when he desires them to do so and summons them for 
the purpose, shall pay 30 minae to the Treasury and the oeconomus 
shall at the same time compel them to balance the account . . . The 
oeconomus shall also give to each of the sureties an account of his 
balance, stating that the surety has paid what he owed. If the oeco- 
nomus when asked fails to give the account on the same day or the one 
following, he shall render himself liable to proceedings for malversation. 
Balancings of accounts shall be held in the same manner by all officials 
who shall put up to auction any of the Crown revenues.’ 

3. Though τε is written above εἰς ro, it ought strictly to come after 
αποτινετωσαν, unless a second fine has been lost. 

II. παντες : see note on [14] 4. 


[20.] 13-[21] τ. ‘Concerning contracts. With respect to all con- 
tracts made by the oeconomi or antigrapheis or their agents, being 
officials of the Crown, in matters connected with ..., the officials shall 
not exact any payment from the tax-farmers for the contracts or 
receipts.’ 

13. Cf. [80] 5 μητε adAou παρ avtwy οἱ πραγματευσομενοι, K.T.A. 

15. Possibly εἰς τοὺς Aoyovs; there is scarcely room for εἰς τοὺς 
διαλογισμους. Though Jus is doubtful, ]is or wy]as is impossible. The 
meaning of this section, as was suggested by L., is that the government 
officials were not to charge the tax-farmers anything for drawing up or 
sealing the contracts and receipts. 


[21.] 2-9. ‘Concerning wages ...the appointed antigrapheis shall 
pay instead of them... but the additional penalties which have been 
decreed shall be exacted from the outgoing tax-farmers, unless the 
antigrapheis are discovered to have connived at the fraud with them.’ 

2. The spaced and enlarged letters indicate that the word is a 
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heading, and therefore cannot be taken with the preceding genitives. 
Though the τ is rather doubtful, no other compound of epyov except 
katepyov occurs in the papyrus. Cf. [45] 8 and [55] 15, where it means 
wages for piece-work. Lines 4-9 are not inconsistent with such a heading ; 
cf. τα συντεταγμενα with [55] 10 ro συντεταγμένον μεριζεσθαι, and οἱ καταστα- 
Oevres with [8] 2 and [12] 12. 

7. Cf. [8] 1-2, from which I have conjectured εἰσπρασσεσθωσαν, though 
it is rather long for the lacuna. 


[21.] 10-[22] 7. ‘Times for appeal. When disputes arise out of 
the laws concerning tax-farming, the Crown officials may bring an 
action... when they choose, but when disputes arise out of the laws 
concerning tax-farming, and a different time for appeal has been ap- 
pointed in each law, the Crown officials may bring an action, both in the 
period for which the revenues have been sold and in the next three 
months, unless one of the associates or subordinates connected with the 
tax-farming is discovered after the three months have elapsed to have 
peculated...’ 

10. εἐκκλητοι χρονοι: cf. Dio Cass. 51. 19 ἔκκλητον δικάζειν, and 52, 22 
τὰς δίκας, Tas Te ἐκκλήτους Kal τὰς ἀναπομπίμους ... κρινέτω. 

11. νόμων τελωνικων: cf. line 14 and Dem. 732.1. Μ. however objects 
to νομὼν here, and suggests μὲν τουτων in line 12, referring to the word 
lost here. But the phrase is certain in line 14. 

As L. acutely observed, vopot teAwvixot is really the title of A. 
Moreover that throughout the Revenue papyrus we have the laws of 
Philadelphus, i.e. the πολιτικοὶ νομοι of Pap. Taur. i. [7] 9, is shown, as 
he remarked, by the various cross-references from one section to another 
as νόμος. See (1) [25] 15 κατα τὸν νόμον, i.e. the preceding section: 
(2) [26] 7 κατα τον vopor, i.e. [26] 1-5: (3) [29] 10 καθαπερ ev τωι νομωι 
γεγραπται, i.e. in [27]: (4) [80] 6 and ο κατα τον νομον, i.e. [24]-[30] : 
(5) [52] 28 καθαπερ ev τωι νομῶι γεγραπται, i.e. [52] 17-18. In [4] 8, 
[20] 6, and [21] 3, there are also cross-references which, owing to the 
lacunae, cannot be verified. Cf. also [57] 1 and the crowning instance 
[80] 2 where there is the heading νομὸς dexat[wy?]. It was therefore 
a series of documents like the Revenue papyrus, to which L. P. 62 [1] 6 
referred, κατα τοὺς vouovs καὶ Ta προσταγματα και Ta διαγραμματα και τα 
διορθωμεθα (i.e. διορθωματα). For besides νομοι, there are examples of 
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the other three in the Revenue papyrus; see [89] 1-7 διαγραμμα, [37] 
2-8 προσταγμα, and [57] 1 sqq., διορθωμα. 

15. The first word is not κύριος, for no letter which reaches far below 
the line is admissible. It is just possible that vouwy in this line means 
‘nomes, but it is very unlikely, both on account of the context and 
because we should in that case expect ev εκάστωι ψνομωι: cf. [68] 5, 
18, &c. 


[22.] 2. ληφθη : if this conjecture is correct, the . adscript is omitted, 
a rare occurrence in this century. But see [44] 16 avayayn, [47] 9 mown, 
[40] 8 καταβλαβη. It is noticeable that all the cases are the 3rd person 
singular of the subjunctive. 

3. M. suggests τοσφισαμενος : cf. [27] το. 

4. This line is perhaps the protasis to which 5-7 are the apodosis. 
The rest of the column is blank. 


[23.] τ. There is a foot of blank papyrus between this column and 
the one preceding, so that this note refers to B, not to A. Cf. [88], 
a similar entry prefixed by the same writer to C, and notes ad loc. 
There is little doubt that [28] refers to the revision of B in the office 
of Apollonius, the dioecetes of the Fayoum, though the few mistakes 
which occur are not corrected, and the only change is the insertion of 
[31] 21-25; cf. note on [48] 9. 


[24.] 1-2. ‘In the reign of Ptolemy the son of Ptolemy, and the son 
of Ptolemy, the twenty-seventh year.’ 

2. For the formula cf. [1] 1, P. P. xxiv, and M.’s and my corrections 
in P. P. App. pp. 5-6. In line 4 of that papyrus θεζω]ν αἰδελφων is 
right. For the various meanings attached to the vos Πτολεμαιοὺυ see 
Rev. R. E. i. 1; Krall, Sitzungsb. Wien. Akad. 105, 1884, p. 347 sqq.; 
Wiedemann, Rhein. Mus. 1883, pp. 384-393; and Philol. 1888, pp. 81-91; 
Wilck. on Arsinoe Philadelphus in Pauly-Wissowa’s Encyc.; and Introd. 
Ῥ' xix. sqq., where M. propounds a new explanation for the disappear- 
ance of Euergetes’ name from the formula after the twenty-seventh year, 


a fact already known from demotic ostraca, see Rev. Proc. Soc. Bibl. 
Arch. 1885, p. 138. 


[24.] 4-13. ‘They shall receive for the tax on vineyards from... 
the sixth part of the wine produced, and from the... and the soldiers 
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3 
who have planted vineyards ..., and owners of land in the Thebaid, 
which requires special irrigation, or of land ...the tenth part of the 


wine. For the tax on orchards in “accordance with the method of 
valuation (hereinafter described) they shall receive the sixth part of the 
produce in silver.’ 

4-10 deal with the ἀπομοιρα (see [25] 12, [27] 17, &c.) from vineyards, 
which was generally a sixth, but in the case of the favoured classes in 
5-9 a tenth part of the produce, and was paid under ordinary circum- 
stances in kind, but sometimes in money, see [81]; while the amopoipa 
from παραδεισοι, 11-13, was in all cases a sixth, and was always paid in 
money. 

5. Possibly κ[ατοικων, but this term has not yet been found in papyri 
of the third century B.C. κζληρουχων (cf. [86] 12) is not likely, as they 
are probably the persons meant in the next line. 

6. The absence of των before τοῦ shows that πεφυτευκοτων and 
στρατευομενων refer to one and the same class of owners, and the tense 
of πεφυτευκοτων points to the land not having been cultivated before. 
Therefore, accepting Prof. Petrie’s theory that the «Anpovyo in the 
Fayoum received land reclaimed from the lake, I think that the cleruchs 
of P. P. are included in this class, if not directly referred to by it. 
Perhaps rov[s βασιλικους], cf. [86] 13, or even τοῦς ev rye λιμνηι], cf. [69] 
5 note. But I think that M. is hardly justified (see Introd. p. xxxix) in 
using the fact that the Revenue papyrus comes from the Fayoum as an 
argument for supposing that only the cleruchs of P. P. are meant here. The 
Revenue papyrus gives the law for the whole of Egypt, and is not more 
concerned with the Fayoum than with any other nome. In any case 
this passage strongly confirms Wilcken’s theory (G. G. A. 1895, no. 2, 
p- 132) that the cleruchs in P. P. were, at any rate nominally, active 
soldiers, and not mere pensioners: cf. P. P. xxxi. 5-6. 

8. ἐπαντλητῆς : i.e. land on the edge of the desert, out of reach of the 
inundation, and irrigated probably by the sakzyeh, or wheel with buckets 
attached. Cf. Diodorus’ (1. 34) description of the κοχλίας. 

9. διοικειται is clearly opposed to προτερον διωικειτο, but the sense 
depends on the word lost in the lacuna. Cf. [87] 13, where οἱ διοικουντες 
κτηματα are ‘land agents,’ opposed to ‘ landlords’ and ‘ tenants,’ 

Σιμαριστου: cf. App. II (1) 1, where Σιμαριστου is followed by the 
fraction for one-fourth, and then δια γραμματείων. Underneath are two 
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columns, one of dates, the other of figures, which, to judge by the 
fractions, refer to artabae, as Wilck. pointed out to me. The quarter 
in question is probably a tax, cf. x’ for εἰκοστὸν in P. P. 151. 15, and the 
amounts are large, showing that the tax was an important one. The 
occurrence of the form Taywys in that papyrus is, according to Wilck., 
in favour of assigning it to the earlier rather than to the later part of the 
third century B.C., so that it is probably nearly contemporary with the 
Revenue papyrus. But the meaning of Σιμαριστου is equally obscure in 
both cases, though it is probably a proper name, for a Simaristus who 
wrote a treatise ‘on Synonyms’ is frequently mentioned by Athenaeus, 
e.g.9gc. M. suggests that here it is the name of a god. 

10. δεκατην : cf. P. P. xliii (6) where the heading of a tax list on 
produce of vineyards, palm groves and fruit trees, i.e. ἀπομοιρα, is exrns 
και dexarns, and see note on line 13. Elsewhere when the amount of the 
tax on the produce of vineyards is stated, it is always a sixth, cf. [37] 
1g note. It appears that while the tax of a sixth was a legacy from the 
time when the ἀπομοιρα was paid to the temples, the payment of a tenth 
by certain favoured classes was a change instituted by the government ; 
[83] 21 note, and [86] 18. 

11. Perhaps ὑπογεγραμμενης or υποκειμενης. In any case the refer- 
ence is probably to [29], q.v. There is no other instance in the 
papyrus of such a spelling as εξυντιμησεως for ex συντιμησεως. 

12. προς ἀργύριον is opposed not only to payment in kind, which is 
allowed in the previous section concerning vineyards, but to payment in 
copper, cf. [40] 10 προς χαλκον and App. III, and notes on line 13 and 
[37] 19. 

13. Perhaps tafovow or tyunoovow. The subject may be either the 
tax-farmers or the government officials. 

As the reader will have noticed in Introd. p. xxxiii, Mr. Mahaffy and 
I differ as to the meaning of παραδεισοι. He thinks that their produce 
was only grapes, while I think that palm trees and fruit trees of all kinds 
are meant. The distinction everywhere drawn between ἀμπελωνες and 
παραδεισοι, especially in the mode of valuation and taxation, cf. [29], 
seems to me hardly accountable, if wine was obtainable from παραδεισοι. 
Why should the government insist on money-payment of the tax on 
wine produced in παραδεισοι, but not on wine produced from ἀμπελωνες ἢ 
On the other hand if the produce of παραδεισοι was miscellaneous, the 
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reason for the difference is obvious. The wine would keep, but fruit 
would not, and therefore the government required the tax to be paid 
in money. With regard to the avadevdpas (cf. Introd. 4. 4.), a single 
instance of this mode of culture in the Fayoum does not seem to me 
to justify the supposition that it was universal in the rest of the country. 
The Fayoum, then as now, contained an unusual number of trees; and 
since the ἀπομοιρα was a tax on produce, not on land ([88] 13 note), there 
is no difficulty in supposing that wine obtained from avadevdpades, the 
amount of which I believe to have been very small, was included in the 
wine obtained from ἀμπελωνες. Secondly, Mr. Mahaffy adduces the 
contrast drawn between παραδεισος and κηπος in P. P. xxii, the contrast 
between παραδεισος and φοινικων in P. P. xxxix (2), and the mention of 
σικηνήρατον in Ρ. P. xliv. As in P. P. xxii. I have made a number of 
corrections, I give the important part, line 4 sqq. cay δὲ τις Tapa ταῦτα 
κρινηι ἢ κριθηι axupa eoTtw εαν εμβηι Bovs ἡ ὑποζύγιον ἡ προβατον ἡ αλλο τι 
[: οὐ δ ας δὰ Ἰνον εἰς αλλοτριον κλῆρον ἡ παραδεισον ἡ KnTOv ἡ ἀμπελωνα ἢ 
κατανεμὴηι ἡ καταβλαψηι αποτεισατω o κυριος τωι βλαφθεντι το βλαβος o αν 
καταβλαψηι εκ κρισεως προ κρισεως δε μηθεις evexvpaceTw μηδε αποβιαζεσθω 
μηδὲν παρευρεσει μηδεμιαι ἐαν δε τις τουτων τι π᾿οιησηι (Ῥ) ἀαποτεισατω παρα 
xenua Ε᾿Α. The distinction drawn between παράδεισος and κηποὸς does 
not militate against my theory, for if as I think the παράδεισοι contained 
palms and fruit trees, the κηποι may have contained vegetables and 
flowers. P. P. xxxix (1) however seems at first sight to contradict it, 
for whether this taxing list refers to amouoipa or, as I think is more 
probable, to ¢opos (see note on [83] 13), φοινικωνες are distinguished from 
παραδεισοι. But cf. P. P. xliii (2), where Wilck. has made an important 
rectification, showing that xliii(a) 24-44 really belong to the bottom of 
xliii (4). There seems to me to be no doubt that the tax in xliii (6) is 
the ἀπομοιρα, see notes on line 10 above, [81] 16, and on [83] 13, yet in 
addition to aumedwves we have axpodva and gowrxwves mentioned, but no 
παραδεισοι. Now if the tax on ἀμπελωνες is here the απομοιρα, it is 
necessary to suppose on Mr. Mahaffy’s theory that the παραδεισοι have 
for some reason been omitted, and that φοινικωνες and axpodva, which 
have no right to be there, have been inserted instead. But if παραδεισος 
is a general term including both φοινίκωνες and axpodva, the omission of 
παραδεισος in xliii(d) is explained, and even the difficulty in xxxix (ἢ 
disappears. If a person had only palm trees he paid the tax on palms, 
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if he had only fruit trees he paid on fruit trees, cf. exty axpodvwy in 
a Ptolemaic ostracon, Wilck. Ostr. 1278. παραδεισος being a wider term 
includes both. Cf. P. P. xxvii (1), in which a man pays the sixth in 
kind on wine and in money on axpodva, στεφανοι, which must mean 
flowers, and another word which is lost. There can be little doubt that 
this tax too is the αἀπομοιρα, and that the sixth paid in money means the 
tax on παραδεισοι. This leads to the remaining difficulty, the absence of 
any enumeration of the different kinds of produce, which are on my 
theory classed together under the general term παράδεισοι. But the 
government did not fix the amounts to be grown or even the assessment 
of the crop, see [29]. The oeconomus looked on while the tax-farmer 
and tax-payer fought the question out, and was certain to get the full 
amount of the tax in any case, [81] 14 note. Nor can I see any difficulty 
in the use of καρπος in [29] 13 as a general term for the different varieties 
of produce. There seems to be no special reason for enumerating the 
different kinds, since the word παραδεισος, however obscure to us, must 
have been perfectly intelligible to the people for whom the law was 
written. But we are at liberty to suppose that a complete list was 
given at the top of [29] which is lost, though I do not think that this 
supposition is necessary, cf. [86] 6 note. That παραδεισοι contained 
φοινικωνες, axpodva, and στεφανοῖ seems to me certain from the instances 
in the Petrie papyri quoted above, and it is possible that Aayava, 
‘vegetables,’ were also included; cf. B. M. pap. cxix of the second 
century A.D., a taxing list on ἀμπελοι (so Wilck. for axava), axpodva, 
Aayava, and φοινικωνες, a classification very like the Ptolemaic, and note 
on [87] 19 for an instance of ἀπομοιρα in the Roman period. 


[24.] 14-[25] 3. ‘Concerning the gathering and collection of the 
vintage. Let the cultivators gather the produce when the season comes, 
and when they begin to gather it, let them give notice to the manager of 
the farm or tax-farmer; and if he wishes to inspect the vineyards, let 
them exhibit them to him, 

From this point to [29] 1 the subject is the tax on vineyards, as is 
shown by the numerous references to wine, and by the tax being paid 
in kind. The tax on orchards is discussed in [29]; [80]-[33] 8 revert to 
the tax on vineyards ; [83] 9-[35] are general. 

15. yewpyo. are ‘cultivators’ in the widest sense, whatever their 
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position in the scale of society may be; cf. [29] 2, 15, where one 
of οἱ παραδεισους κεκτήμενοι is a yewpyos. The word for the ‘fellaheen’ 
is λαοι, [42] 16. 

17. Though o διοικων is here distinguished from 0 exwv τὴν ὠνὴν, if 
that be the right conjecture, the distinction is one of names, not of 
persons : cf. [42] 8, where ὁ διοικων is identical with o exwv. The fact 
seems to be that οἱ nyopaxores or ἀγορασαντες, οἱ πρίαμενοι, οἱ EXOVTES, οἱ 
διοικουντες, οἱ πραγματευόμενοι are mere synonyms for redwvat, a term 
which only occurs in [28] 9 and [29] 8, perhaps, as M. suggests, because 
it was unpopular. Where the singular of any of these expressions is 
used, the ‘tax-farmer, whether apywvns or μέτοχος, is generally meant. 
Sometimes however one of them is equivalent to ἀρχωνης, e.g. [84] 
10-14, where ὁ nyopaxws, 0 exwv, and apywyns are interchanged. 


[25.] τ. Bovdopevov: if the tax-farmer did not come, the yewpyor 
might take matters into their own hands, [30] 4-13. 

εἐπι[δειν : cf. P. P. xxiii (2) 3 εφιδειν tov σπορον. An example of 
notice being given in accordance with this regulation is P. P. xl (6), 
a letter from Dorotheus to Theodorus, no doubt a tax-farmer, γινωσκε pe 
TpVyNTOVTA, K.T.A. 

3. Probably the end of a regulation fixing the penalty in case the 
γεωργοι failed to give notice to the tax-farmer. 


[25.] 4-16. ‘When the cultivators wish to make wine, they shall 
summon the tax-farmer in the presence of the oeconomus and anti- 
* grapheus or their agent, and when the tax-farmer comes, let the culti- 
vator make wine, and measure it by the measures in use at each place, 
after they have been tested and sealed by the oeconomus and anti- 
grapheus; and in accordance with the result of the measuring let him 
pay the tax. If the cultivators disobey the law in any of these 
particulars, they shall pay the tax-farmers twice the amount of the tax.’ 

7. Tapayevow.evou ; SC. Tov διοικουντος ; See [30] 13. 

8. μετροις : the utmost variety in respect of measures of capacity is 
found in Ptolemaic Egypt. Hence the necessity, when metretae or 
artabae were mentioned, to specify which metretes or artaba was meant ; 
see [31] 6, [89] 2, [40] 11. The variations were not only between the 
measures commonly used in different places, which are referred to here, 
but also between different measures used in the same place, as is shown 

oO 
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by the ever-recurring formula in Ptolemaic and even later contracts for 
loans of wheat, αποδιδοτω .. . . μετρωι wt και παρειληφεν. 

10. εξητασμενοις : cf. [40] 19 and Leyden pap. Q,a receipt, as Wilcken 
has pointed out, for the κεραμιον (i.e. απομοιρα) τηι, Not τωι, Φιλαδελφωι. 
No special δοκιμαστης is mentioned in the Revenue Papyrus, as there. 


[26.] 1-10. ‘Those persons who already possess instruments for 
making wine, shall register themselves before the tax-farmer, when... 
and when they intend to make wine, they shall exhibit the seal which 
has been stamped upon the instruments, unbroken. Any person who 
fails to register himself, or to produce his instruments for inspection as 
the law requires, or to bring them to be sealed up when the tax-farmer 
wishes to seal them, or to exhibit the seal stamped upon them, shall 
pay to the tax-farmers the amount of the loss which the tax-farmers 
consider at the moment that they have incurred.’ 

1. Cf. [49] 10-13 and [50] 21-[51] 11, parallel regulations concerning 
the opyava for making oil. 

4. Perhaps οταν oworovew μελλωσι]ν, cf. [25] 4. 

7. παρασφραγισμον: cf. [51] 3, 8, and [46] 11 παρασφραγιζεσθωσαν τα 
opyava Tov apyov tov xpovov, which explains this passage. παρασῴφραγισμος 
and παρασφραγιζεσθαι are used for sealing up something, i.e. putting it 
aside for the time: cf. [54] 18 and [57] 23. 

το. Cf. [51] 11 and [55] 24, where the tax-farmers are allowed to 
demand as much compensation as they like ; but see also [56] 13, where 
the tables are turned upon them. ὃ 


[26.] 11-17. ‘If the cultivators gather the vintage and make wine 
before the tax-farmer comes, let them (keep?) the wine at the vats or 
- +., and when they hear (?) the first notice of the auction announced in 
the town or village in which they live, they shall register themselves on 
the same day or the one following, and shall exhibit the wine which 
they have made, and the vineyard from which they have gathered the 
crop prematurely.’ 

12. Faint traces of what are about the fourth and fifth letters of the 
first word are visible, and they will not suit σφραγιζεσθωσαν, αποτιθεσθωσαν, 
or κομιζετωσαν. δειΪκνζυτωσαν would be consistent with them, but does 
not suit the context. 

13. [ have taken ro πρωτον ἐκθεμα as referring to the proclamation of 
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he highest bid on the first day of the auction by which the ἀπομοιρα was 
sold, and suggest παραγγελεν πυθωνται, since opw|vra: is not satisfactory. 
This is a mere guess, but for ἐκθεμα and εκτιθημι in the sense of procla- 
mation of a bid see [48] 16 and probably [83] 10; cf. P. P. 44. 20, L. P. 
62 [8] 2 δῃά το. The length of time during which the taxes were put 
up to auction is not stated in any part of the Revenue Papyrus which is 
preserved, but in the next century it was ten days, L. P. [8] 11, and in 
[48] 16, at the auction held by the contractors for the oil monopoly, ten 
days are the period. If exfeua means ‘ proclamation’ or ‘ edict’ generally, 
without reference to the auction, it is difficult to see what apwrov 
refers to. “ 

15. κατοικουσι: cf. L. P. 63. 100 των εν ταῖς Kwpats κατοικουντων λαων. 
απογραφεσθωσαν:: SC. προς τον ἐχοντα τὴν ὠνὴν, Cf. [27] 9. 


[26.] 18-[28] 1. ‘Agreements . .. The tax-farmer shall seal the 
copy of the agreement and give it to the cultivator. In the agreement 
the tax-farmer shall declare under the royal oath that he has entered in 
the agreement the full amount of the produce, including all wine made 
prematurely and reported to him by the cultivator, and has not pecu- 
lated any of it, nor let it out of his possession. The other agreement, 
after it has been sealed by the cultivator, shall be kept by the oceconomus 
or his representative; and in this agreement the cultivator shall declare 
under the royal oath that he has exhibited all the produce, and reported 
all the wine made before the proper time, and has honestly entered in 
the agreement the (due) amount of the tax. And there shall in addition 
be copies of both agreements, which shall not be sealed.’ 

5. There were two separate συγγραφαι (cf. [29] 9, [42] 15 διπλην), one 
written by the tax-farmer, of which the original was no doubt kept by 
the oeconomus, cf. line 12, and a sealed copy was given to the cultivator, 
while the other was written by the cultivator, and kept by the oeco- 
nomus ; and there were besides unsealed copies of the second συγγραφη, 
of which one was no doubt kept by the tax-farmer, another by the 
cultivator, perhaps also of the first συγγραφη, of which one might be 
required for the tax-farmer. 

6. For examples of the βασιλικὸς opxos see Wilck. Akt. no. xi; P. P. 
xlvi (a); a demotic papyrus in Rev. Nouv. Chrest. Dém. p. 155 (cf. note 
on [39] 8); and probably App. ii (2). 

Ο 2 
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7. παν ta: a mistake for παν το, cf. line 15. The few blunders made 
by the writer of [24]-[35] are not corrected: but see [31] 17. 

11. καταπροιεσθαι : cf. [40] 5 προιεσθαι εκ της κωμης. 

την erepav: Ῥ. Ῥ. xxvii (4) and xxx (6) are examples of this συγγραφη, 
in which payment is made in wine, cf. [81] 16 note, though there is no 
royal oath. 

13. συναπεσταλμενος : i.e with the tax-farmer; so in [42] 20. 

18. συν was deciphered by Wilck. from the very faint traces. 


[28.] 5-8. ‘But if the tax-farmer and the cultivator have a dispute, 
the one saying that the produce is more, the other that it is less, the 
oeconomus shall decide the question, and the agreements shall be sealed 
in accordance with his decision.’ 

5. Cf. [29] 12 sqq. the parallel regulation for παραδεισοι. 


9-16. ‘If the tax-farmer fails to make an agreement with the 
cultivator, when the cultivator wishes him to do so, he shall not exact 
payment of the tax. But the oeconomus and antigrapheus shall make 
an agreement with the cultivator, and having conveyed the requisite 
amount of wine to the royal repository, shall enter it as having been 
received, but shall not put down the value of it to the credit of the tax- 
‘farmers.’ 

10. Quite a different meaning is obtained by taking BovAopevov with 
what follows, and referring it not to the cultivator but to the tax-farmer, 
but this suits neither the construction nor the context. The other 
explanation is much more satisfactory, that lines 15-16 are the punish- 
ment which the tax-farmers incur, if they fail to come to an agreement 
with the cultivator. 

12. οἱ de 0: cf. [12] 1. 

14. To βασιλικον : a perfectly general term, comprehending all places 
where taxes were kept: see Rev. R. E. vii. go. When the taxes were 
in money, To βασιλικὸν is equivalent to the βασιλικὴ τραπεζα; cf. Wilck. 
Akt. p. 49, and [81] 16. But taxes in kind were taken to υποδοχίια, 
[31] 2, 19, and [50] 8; or ταμίεια, P. P. 108. 5; or θήσαυροι, W. Ostraca 
709, 725: 

16. τιμὴν. The wine was sold before the διαλογισμὸς took place, 
[33] 2-8 and [34] 10. Hence the accounts were kept in money, cf. 
[18] 14, and App. ii (5). 
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πυπολογειτωσαν: cf. P. P. 14. 3 vmodoynoas εἰς ta αλικα; P. P. 84. 18 
υπολογησα (sic) εἰς Tov τῆς ελαικῆς Aoyov To εἰς φορετρον ; and [84] 6, 
[53] 23 υπολογισθησεται 


[28.] 17-[29] 1. ‘Against confusion of produce. If the tax-farmers 
mingle taxable produce with produce exempt from taxation, as if it 
belonged to this class, ...’ 

17. Cf. L. P. 62 [6] 15 for ατελειαι wrongly awarded by the tax- 
farmers, and [15] 12 note. 


[29.] 2-21. ‘ Owners of orchards shall register themselves before the 
tax-farmer and the local agent of the oeconomus and antigrapheus, 
stating their names, the village in which they live, and the sum at which 
they assess the revenue from the produce in their orchard. If the tax- 
farmer consent to the assessment, they shall (make) a double agreement 
with him, sealed, as the law requires, and the oeconomus shall exact the 
sixth in accordance with the terms of it. But if the tax-farmer object 
to the assessment, he shall be allowed to seize the crop, and shall pay 
the cultivator by instalments from what is sold from day to day; and 
when the cultivator has recovered the amount at which he assessed his 
crop, the surplus shall belong to the tax-farmer, and the cultivator shall 
pay the sixth to the oeconomus. On the other hand, if the crop when 
sold does not reach the amount of the assessment, the oeconomus shall 
exact the deficit from the tax-farmer...’ 

2. Cf. [23] 19; but, apart from my conjecture in line 7, the fact that 
here the tax is a sixth and is paid to the oeconomus direct, and therefore 
in money, cf. [24] 12 and [31] 16, makes it certain that the tax on 
παραδεισοι, not on vineyards, is meant, and that this column describes the 
συντιμησις referred to in [24] 11. 

6. τιμωνται : middle not passive, cf. [56] 6, for the cultivators made 
their own assessment, which the tax-farmers might accept or reject. Cf. 
[42] 17, where τιμαται is probably passive. 

7. Cf. [39] τό τιμης τῆς εν τωι διαγραμματι γεγραμμενῆς, from which it 
might be conjectured that παρα is the beginning of some word meaning 
‘law’ or ‘edict.’ But (1) there is no room for γεγραμμενής ; (2) if mapa 
be the beginning of παρα[γραμματι or some such word, the reference is to 
something not contained in the papyrus, which is very unlikely, especially 
as [24] 11-13 so far from explaining this passage probably refers to it for 
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explanation ; (3) the fact that the tax-farmer could reject the assessment 
if he chose implies that it had only been provisionally fixed. Hence, in 
spite of the difficulty of the phrase, I prefer τὴν προσοδον τὴν ev τωι 
παραδεισωι. This use of προσοδος, meaning the land from which the 
προσοδος was derived, may be compared with the use of wyvy in [30] 4: 
[92] 4, and [84] ο for the land, the tax on which was farmed. 

2. διπλην : see note on [27] 5. 

12. Cf. [28] 5-8. The exercise of the tax-farmer’s right to seize the 
crop was purely voluntary: cf. P. P. part I. xvi (2), where a yewpyos 
makes an agreement with the oeconomus and topogrammateus to pay 
part of the tax on his παραδεισοι, but refers the rest, περι wy αντιλεγω, to 
a certain Asclepiades; and P. P. xxvii (1), where the yewpyos, after 
stating his assessment of the produce from his vineyard, fruit trees, &c., 
says ear ὃ επι[γενημα] (Wilck.) γενηται προσανοισω μ[ετα] χειρογραφιας opkov 
βασιλικου. 

17. τὴν extnv: presumably on the correct assessment. 

19. mpagatw: sc. the difference between the real value of the crop 
and the tax-farmer’s valuation of it, not the tax, which must have been 
paid by the cultivator as before. exmeon: is very doubtful, and there is 
room for another letter in the lacuna. 


[30.] 3-19. ‘If the tax-farmers fail either to come in person or to 
send representatives to carry out duly all the requirements of the law, or 
in any other way hinder the cultivators when giving notice, or summoning 
the tax-farmer, or paying the tax in accordance with the law, the culti- 
vators shall be allowed in the presence of the agent of the oeconomus 
and antigrapheus, as the law prescribes the presence of these two 
officials when payments are made, full power of action, without in- 
curring any penalty by so doing. But when the tax-farmer comes, 
they shall show him the produce and bring evidence at once to prove 
that they have done all that was required, and the agent of the oeconomus 
and antigrapheus shall give the tax-farmer a written account both of the 
produce and of the tax, cultivator by cultivator,’ 

1. From [80] to [88] 8 the subject reverts to the tax on vineyards. 

5. mpayparer[couevor]: Wilck. In this class would be included the 
Aoyevrar and vanperat, mentioned so often in A; cf. [56] 18 and [52] 20, 
27. Elsewhere in B and C the subordinate officials οἵ the wyn are not 
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distinguished from οἱ πρίαμενοι. Similarly the oeconomus could have 
performed in person only a small part of the duties assigned to him; 
the rest must have been done by his agents. 

9. ws γεγραπται: i.e in [25] 6. 

10. mapovtey τουτων: cf. P. P. ix, a petition from two peasants to 
Theodorus, asking him to write to Theodorus the oeconomus, in order 
that they may receive permission εἰς opyvas p To γινόμενον καταγαγεῖν εἰς 
To υποδοχιον. 

12. exacta move: to gather the crop, make wine, and pay the 
πομοιρα. 

13. αζημιους : this refers to the penalty fixed in [25] 15. 

15. ma[paxpnua]: Wilcken. 

17. γραψαντες δοτωσαν: the plural is a mistake, as only one person is 
meant, see line 11 and [46] 8, [47] 10, &c. Cf. [55] 22 for a precisely 
similar error. 


[80.] 20-[81] 16. ‘Transport of the tax. The cultivators shall 


transport the due amount of wine to the royal repository... (if any 
of them fail to do so) he shall pay the tax-farmers the value of the tax 
which he owes them. This value is in Libya, the Saite, .. . polite, 


Prosopite, Athribite nomes, the district round Menelaus, and the Delta, 
.. drachmae for each metretes of eight choes; in the Sebennyte, Busi- 
rite, Mendesian, Leontopolite, Sethroite, Pharbaethite nomes, Arabia, 
the Bubastite nome and Bubastus, the Tanite, the Memphite nome, 
with Memphis, the Letopolite, Hermopolite, Oxyrrhyncite and Cyno- 
polite nomes, the Lake district, the Heracleopolite and Aphroditopolite 
nomes, six drachmae for each metretes; and in the Thebaid five 
drachmae. The oeconomus shall exact the different values from the 
cultivators and pay them over to the Treasury to the credit of the 
tax-farmers.’ 


[30.] 21. The connexion between this line and the adaeratio of the 
next column is probably that the cultivators had to bring the amoyoupa 
to the vmodoxia (though see [31] το note), within a fixed time, under pain 
of being compelled to pay the money equivalent if they failed to do so. 
This explains both azoriwerw in [31] 2, which always implies paying 
as punishment of some sort, and ενοφειλουμενὴς, which implies that the 
payment was in arrear. 
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[81.] 4. τιμην : the figure in line 13 might be ὃ, but it is more 
likely that the scale is a descending than an ascending one, and ¢ is 
much more probable. Here therefore the figure is probably greater 
than 6. 

On the value of wine in this century, see (1) P. P. Introd. p. 32, 
where the price of $ yous is 5 obols, and therefore the price of a metretes 
at the same rate would be 13 drachmae 2 obols; (2) App. ii. (5), where 
the prices of a metretes vary between 5 and 11 drachmae πρὸς χαλκον, 
the average being between 7 and ὅ, i.e. nearly 7 silver drachmae, see 
App. iii; and (3) L. P. 60 (dzs) 15-16, of the third century B.C., where 
the price of 16 cotylae is 6 drachmae, and in the next line 11 cotylae 
at (ava) 2} obols each are worth 4 drachmae and ? obol. The price 
of a metretes of 8 choes would at the same rate be 36 drachmae, and 
even if the prices in 60 (015) are πρὸς χαλκον, cf. App. iii, there is here 
a great divergence from the other prices. But then as now the price 
of wine of course depended on the age and vintage. 

5.» +. πολιτηι: see Introd. p. xlviii. Γυναικοπολιτηι, cf. Strabo 803 b, 
is the most likely, if we are to look for a name not included in the 
other list, [60]-[72]. HAtorodurm, cf. [64] 3, appears to correspond to 
Δελτα in line 6. It is possible that the difference between this list and 
that in [60]-[72] is due to the different periods at which they were 
originally made. The list here cannot have been made out much before 
the twenty-seventh year (see [88] 1 note), while the other list may have 
been based upon an older classification. 

[Μενελαιδι : cf. Strabo xvii. 23. Whether M.’s conjecture is right 
or not, the Nitriote nome, cf. [61] 20, must be meant here, unless it 
was omitted in this list. AeAra: cf. Strabo xvii. 4, and see Introd. l.c. 

The metretes of 8 choes was used for wine, cf. [82] 19, while the 
ordinary metretes of 12 choes was used in measuring oil, [40] 11 and 
[53] 20, and cf. note on [25] 8. The chous approximately six pints. 

12. λιμνηι : cf. [71] 5 and 11. The Fayoum received the title of 
the Arsinoite nome between the twenty-seventh and probably the thirtieth 
year of Philadelphus, when the new title occurs in a letter among Cleon’s 
correspondence, P. P. 8. 2, in which Apollonius was still dioecetes of 
the Fayoum, cf. [23] 2 and [88] 3. See also P. P. 36. 9 ἡ αὐτου yn 
ev τῆι λιμνηι aBpoxos eott. If the whole district is meant here, as seems 
probable, the date of the change may be after Mesore of the twenty- 
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ninth year. But the old name may have continued in occasional use 
for a time after the Arsinoite nome became the official title; cf. 
App. ii. (2) 13 εν τωι λιμνιτηι, where the Fayoum appears to be 
meant, in a papyrus which cannot be earlier than the twenty-seventh 
year of Philadelphus. 

14. When the tax was paid in money, not in kind, it was exacted 
by the oeconomus, not the tax-farmer; cf. [29] 10 and [48] 1, 8. Even 
when it was paid in kind, the presence of the tax-farmer was not 
essential and the tax could under certain circumstances be paid direct 
to the oeconomus or his agent, [28] 9-16, and [30] 4-13. If the tax- 
farmers were thus often reduced to the position of being mere spectators 
of the payments, and were sometimes not even that, it may be asked 
what purpose did they serve? It was certainly not to save the govern- 
ment trouble in collecting the amouoipa, since their presence could be 
dispensed with at the least provocation, while nothing could be done 
without the oeconomus or his agents. But the tax-farmers were 
necessary for two reasons, first because they enabled the government 
to make an accurate estimate beforehand of its revenue, and secured 
it against loss from a sudden fall in the value of crops; and secondly 
because the complicated system described here, of which the central 
fact was the separation of tax-farmer and tax-collector, rendered it 
as certain as any system could render it, that the Treasury received 
what was due, the whole of what was due, and nothing but what was 
due. For if the oeconomus attempted to defraud the government 
either by granting exemptions or by peculations, the loss would fall 
on the tax-farmers, who would then lose their surplus (see [84] 14), 
and therefore had the strongest motive for seeing that the oeconomus 
kept the accounts correctly, since every payment that was made to 
the oeconomus belonged to them. On the other hand it was impos- 
sible for the oeconomus to exact more than the legal amount of the 
tax, because the amount was fixed by a contract between the tax-farmer 
and the cultivator over which the oeconomus had no control. And 
if the tax-farmer tried to extort more than what he was entitled to, 
in one case, by the no less ingenious than equitable arrangement 
described in [29] 13-20, he would find the tables turned on him; and 
in the other, [28] 5-8, he would have to submit his demands to the 
oeconomus, who, having no interest in allowing the tax-farmers to 
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increase their surplus at the expense of the tax-payers, and having 
been expressly forbidden to take any part in tax-farming himself, 
[15] 4, would have no motive for giving an unfair decision. So far 
as mechanical safeguards could go, the interests both of the Exchequer 
and the tax-payers were protected at every point. How the system 
worked we have little means of judging, but it is probably more than 
an accident that the Petrie papyri contain no complaints against unjust 
taxation, for in P. P. 122 it is probably not the tax-farmers who are 
to blame, but the ελαιοκαπηλοι, cf. [48] 4, and the writer of the papyrus 
in P. P. App. p. 3 only complains of wrongly awarded remissions of 
taxes. Cf. note on [39] 14 for the position of the farmers of the oil 
monopoly, which was somewhat different. 

15. τιμας : the plural because the price varied in the different nomes ; 
cf. [88] 6. 

16. ro βασιλικον means here the royal bank, cf. [84] 17. In practice 
the απομοιρα on vineyards was often paid in money during the third 
century, and in the next century all the evidence points to exclusive 
payment in money; see [87] 19 note. 


[31.] 17-25. ‘Stamping of receipts. The oeconomus shall establish 
repositories for the wine in each village, and shall himself give a stamped 
receipt for what is brought, to the cultivator... (The oeconomus shall 
transport the wine from the vats (?)’ added by the corrector). 

17. For the correction of the third a in αποσφραγισματος cf. note 
on [9] 3. 

19. κομιζηται is passive, for the transport was usually done by the 
yewpyos, cf. [31] 21 note and P. P. ix quoted in note on [30] 10. avros 
means that the oeconomus was to seal the receipt himself, cf. [18] 2 
σφραγισάμενος avtos. κωμαρχηι is possible in line 20, cf. [43] 3. 

24. The meaning of this addition by the corrector is very obscure. 
It is difficult to take κομιζεσθω in any other sense than transport, 
but see previous note. The first two letters of 25 are very doubtful : 
Wilck. thought they were not vw but yew, in which case γεωργων can 
hardly be avoided. But this suits neither ex, nor, so far as I can see, 
the context, and I have therefore conjectured ληνων, which may refer 
to the exceptional cases mentioned in [26] 11-17, 


[32.] ‘The cultivator shall provide pottery for the repository, and 
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...and the pottery shall consist of water-tight jars, which have been 
tested and are sufficient for the wine payable to the tax-farmers. The 
oeconomus and antigrapheus shall, .. days before the cultivators gather 
the crops, give them the price of the pottery which each cultivator 
has to provide for the tax in wine upon his own produce; this price 
shall be fixed by the dioecetes, who shall pay it to the oeconomus 
and antigrapheus through the royal bank in the nome; the cultivator, 
on receiving the price, shall provide pottery of the best quality; and if 
he does not receive the price, he shall nevertheless provide the pottery, 
but shall recover the price of it from the tax which he has to pay 
in money.’ 

2. M. suggests κηΐ]ρον, and διασκοπουμενα in the next line; cf. [25] 
10 note. 

3. κεραμος : cf. [55] 4, P. P. xxx (c) and my corrections in P. P. App. 
p. 7, and App. ii (5). \ 

4. ex: possibly ὑπερ, but cf. [84] 10, and [29] 7 note. 

5. Cf. [48] 15. The απομοιρα τῶν ιἰδιων γενηματων appears to be 
the ordinary tax on vineyards payable in wine while the azopoipa ‘ of 
which he has to pay the value’ is the tax on vineyards when payable 
in money, see [81] 4, and perhaps the tax on orchards besides. How 
the case of a cultivator who paid the whole of his tax on vineyards 
in wine and yet had no orchard, was to be met, if he did not receive 
the price, is not explained; but I suspect that the case is not mentioned, 
either because it was not important, or because it was not likely to 
occur. There are several places where, if the letter of the papyrus 
be observed, there are inconsistencies or omissions, the importance of 
which it is easy to exaggerate: cf. note on [42] 4. 

10. τὴν συνταχθεισαν I have taken with τιμὴν not with απομοιραν. 
Besides the awkwardness of the intervening accusative, it may be 
objected that the price appears to be fixed in 18-19, and therefore 
was not fixed by the dioecetes. This however is not an insuperable 
difficulty, even if 18-19 do not refer to something else; and it is not 
so great as the difficulty of taking συνταχθεισαν with ἀπομοιραν, seeing 
that the απομοιρα was fixed in [24] by law, and that this is the only 
mention of the dioecetes in [24|-[85]. Moreover if the dioecetes is the 
subject of διαγραψατω, it implies that he fixed the price of the pottery ; 
and the fact that the singular is used not the plural, cf. 8 δοτωσαν, 
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makes it difficult to suppose that the oeconomus is the subject, the 
antigrapheus being omitted. Equally abrupt changes in the subject 
are not rare in the papyrus, e.g. [54] 18, [49] 20, [48] 13, [84] 4. 
dorwray here means that the money was given outright not as a loan, 
cf. [41] 16, and [43] 2, for otherwise there would be no reason for 
the cultivators subtracting the price from the amount which they had 
to pay. 

11. διαγραψατω: see note on [84] 14. The expression ‘the royal 
bank in the nome’ might seem to imply that there was only one, but 
there were royal banks even in the villages, [75] 1. 

17. I have taken τιμὴν as the object of amodovvar not of κομιζέσθω, 
for which τὴν τιμὴν has to be supplied: cf. [43] τό and [48] 8. If 
τιμην be taken with κομίζεσθαι, and ys as an accusative attracted into 
the genitive, the ἀπομοιρα in line 17 is the same as the amopoupa in line 9, 
and in both cases means the tax on vineyards paid in kind, contrasted 
with the tax paid in money, which is in some respects more satisfactory. 

18. Perhaps AapBaverw de. The price in question is probably that 
which the yewpyos was allowed to subtract from the ἀπομοιρα ns de 
αποδουναι τὴν tiny, if he did not receive the price of the jars. 

19. Cf. note on [81] 6. 


[33.] 2-8. ‘The oeconomus shall examine the (wine)... and taking 
with him the tax-farmer, the antigrapheus and his agent, shall jointly 
with them sell the wine, giving the (tax-farmers?) time in which to 
settle their accounts. He shall exact payment of the amounts and 
shall put them down in the account of the tax-farmers to their credit.’ 

2. ovos: SC. owvos ΟΥ̓ καρπος ; cf. [84] 10. 

6. διορθωσονται, i.e. ‘pay off the balance of what they owe’ to the 
Treasury; cf. [56] 15, which shows that the tax-farmers are meant. 
καπηλοις, cf. [47] 10, is less likely, and « does not suit the vestiges of 
the first letter. Perhaps reAwvais, cf. [28] 9. 

7. Aoyov: 1.6. at the royal bank; cf. [81] 16. [αποτινἼετω would suit 
the lacuna, but it is not the right word, as there is no question of 
a penalty here. We should expect καταχωριζετω, cf. [31] 16, for which 
there is not room. Wilck. suggests [προσθήετω. 


[83.] 9-[84] 1. ‘ The basilicogrammateis shall, within ten days from 
the day on which they proclaim the auction, notify to the tax-farmers 
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how many vineyards or orchards there are in each nome, with the 
number of arourae which they contain, and how many vineyards or 
orchards belonging to persons on the tribute list paid the tax to the 
temples before the twenty-first year. If they fail to make out the 
list, or it is discovered to be incorrect, they shall be condemned in 
a court of law, and pay the tax-farmers for every mistake of which 
they are convicted 6000 drachmae and twice the amount of the loss 
incurred by them. All owners of vineyards or gardens on the tribute 
list who paid the sixth to the temples before the twenty-first year, 
shall henceforward pay it (to the tax-farmers).’ 

10. exOewa: see [26] 13 note, and cf. [48] 16. Here too there is 
nothing in the papyrus for ἐκθεμα to refer to, unless it be the auction. 
Though ten days, as was shown, was probably the time during which 
the tax was put up for sale, it is not clear whether that has anything 
to do with the ten days here. The absence of πρωτον, cf. [26] 13, and 
the fact that the tax-farmers had already entered upon their duties, 
line 9, are in favour of εκθεμα referring not to the proclamation of 
the highest bid on the first day of the auction, or to a proclamation 
that there was going to be an auction, but to the proclamation of the 
final result. 

13. φορολογια: cf. Ros. stone 12, avo τῶν ὑπαρχουσων ev Αἰγύπτωι 
προσοδων Kat φορολογιων τινας μεν εἰς τελος adynKev addovs dE KEKOUPLKED ; 
a second century B.C. fragment, Wotices et Extraits xviii. (2) p. 413, 
ἀναγραφει es [ras] φορολογιας ; and B. M. pap. 491. 14, see M. Hermathena, 
vol. ix, no. xxi, καὶ γῆς χέρσου Kat addns extos φο(ρο)λογιας. It is 
probable that the φορολογιαι were taxes on land, classified according 
to the different kinds of produce, but not, as the amouoipa, taxes on 
the produce itself. In that case the φορολογια here would be the list 
of cultivators of vineyards and orchards who paid ¢opos, not a list 
of all landowners, much less a list of all inhabitants. Cf. (1) P. P. 
xliii (@) φορος apmeAwvev; the fact that the cultivators had to pay 
gopos on the land as well as ἀπομοιρα on the produce is clearly shown 
by the recurrence of some names found in this list in the companion 
document xliii (6) (see note on [24] 14), exrys καὶ dexarns i.e. amopoipa. 
Cf. Αντιπατρος Anuntptov Βερενικιδος αἰγιαλοῦ in (az) 1 and (6) 51: as there 
is probably nothing lost between Anpytpiov and Bepevixidos, it appears 
that he paid 20 drachmae as ¢opos, but only 17 drachmae 41 obols 
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for amouopa, and therefore in his case qgopos was a slightly heavier 
tax than azojoipa, but whether he paid the sixth or the tenth as the 
latter tax we do not know. Cf. also (4) 17 Avridwpos και Ἠγημ[ων] τὸ 
mapa Ilactros [tov] Πασιτος with lines 13-14 of the second column 
belonging to the extn καὶ dexatn, but not printed by M., Avridwpos καὶ 
τό ον ὦ Πασιτος; and (a) 4 Πετείσουχος] Ψεναμουνιος καὶ Mavpns Τεωτος 
Αλεξανδρου νήσου κη, i.e. 28 drachmae, with (6) 56, Πετεέσουχος Ψεναμουνιος 
και Μανρὴς Ipovdov αμ(πελωνος) Αλεξαν(δρου) νη(σου) ο, ie. 70 drachmae. 

(2) Ρ. P. xxix (a), a taxing list on vineyards, from the mentions 
of the various κληροι suits dopos better than ἀπομοιρα, even apart from 
the heading xw(pos ἢ) αμπελωνων. 

(3) P. P. xxxix (2) is also, I think, an account of gopos, not απομοιρα ; 
for there is no reference to wine, cf. xliii(@) 30 which belongs to the 
extys καὶ δεκατῆης, not to the φορος (24. 14 note); and ἀαμ(πελωνος) Tov 
mpotepov ovtos Πτολεμαιου, which is the correct reading in lines 5—6, suits 
gopos better than απομοιρα. The following corrections have also occurred 
to me:—I. mpwrapxov ... Πηλζουσιου. 4. HWydovor f. 4. Appais . 
11. Αλεξανδρου v?, 12. TIv[O]wv?... Θεαδελφειας πὸ) --. 14. Ovntwp... 
16. @oropraios ... Πηλουσιου. 17. Tews. 18, Αγαθων. 19. Πεήτοσιρις. 

A conclusion which might be drawn from 9-23 is that owners who 
were not on the tribute list, if there were any such, e.g. those exros 
φο(ρο)λογιας, were not subject to the tax of a sixth. But in [86] 12-16 
it is most explicitly laid down that all cultivators of vineyards or orchards 
whatever were to pay the tax, except the priests, who, if the strict letter 
of the papyrus is to be observed, seem exempt from both taxes. But 
1. 31 of the Rosetta stone shows that before the ninth year of Epiphanes 
a tax of a κεραμιον on each aroura of αμπελιτις yn belonging to the 
temples was levied, and it is not likely that in Philadelphus’ reign they 
escaped this κεράμιον, which I suspect took the place of gopos in their 
case. 

14. There can be little doubt that the year is the same as that in 
line 21. Though the a there has been mostly broken away, what is left 
will not suit 6, and [36] 7 shows that from the twenty-second year 
onwards the tax was paid to the government, not to the temples. 

17. 6000 drachmae instead of 1 talent is remarkable, but there is no 
doubt about the cipher, which recurs in [67] 17 and [70] 6. 

21. The δεκατη, cf. [24] 10, is here ignored as in [86] 18 and [87] 16, 
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probably because the tax was a sixth both when paid to the temples 
and when first appropriated by the government. The payment of a 
tenth by certain privileged classes was instituted between the twenty- 
third year, see [36] 2, and the twenty-seventh. Perhaps [83] 19-[34] 1 
represent the law as it was first promulgated, and have been allowed to 
remain unmodified. But for the emphatic language of [86] and [87] 
Ι should be inclined to think that the δεκατη was simply omitted because 
the vast majority of the tax-payers paid a sixth. Here, however, I think 
the inconsistency has a real meaning. 

The use of the exry for the tax on vineyards as well as on παραδεισοι 
removes any doubt as to the identity of the exry in [86]-[37] with the 
απομοιρα, which is moreover proved by other papyri, see note on [87] 19. 
Much as the Egyptian fellah has been able to endure, he could hardly 
have borne a tax of a sixth besides gopos and αἀπομοιρα, to say nothing of 
owodoyta which is coupled with ἀπομοιρα in Wilck. Ostr. 711, of the third 
century B.C., and which, since the payment is in kind, must be a tax 
on produce. 


[84.] 1. tm Φιλαδελφωι is possible, cf. [86] το. 


2-6. ‘The tax-farmers shall within thirty days from the day on 
which they purchase the tax, appoint sureties for a sum greater by one- 
twentieth than the price agreed upon for the tax, and the sureties shall 
register the property which they mortgage, in monthly instalments from 
Dius to...’ 

2. Cf. [56] 14-18 and L. P. 62 [1] 13-[2] 1. Something like ras δὲ 
καταγραφας των χρήματων is probably lost there in [1] 16. xaraypadn, 
M.’s suggestion, is not found in the Revenue Papyrus, but cf. L. P. 62 
[6] 12 συγκαταγραφησομενων. On the change of subject in ποιήσονται, 
cf. note on [32] ro. 

5. Avov: the first month of the Macedonian year. The taxes were 
generally sold for a regnal year, [57] 4 note; but there is not room for 
the last month Hyperberetaeus in the lacuna, and the payments of the 
απομοιρα only extended over the summer months, cf. note on line g 
below. 


4-8. ‘The value of the wine which is received from the tax- 
farmers for the Treasury shall be credited to the tax-farmers in the 
instalments due from them,’ 
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7. Cf. [53] 18-[54] 2. The wine εἰς ro βασιλικον was that required 
for the king and court. As there is no regulation stating the price 
which the king paid for the wine, probably it was the same as that 
fixed in [3 ]. 

8. The ε of Aoye: is partly effaced, perhaps intentionally. The use of 
νυπολογιζεσθαι, which rather implies a written transaction, and still more 
the fact that the azopoipa if paid in money was received by the oeco- 
nomus, [81] τό note, and by him deposited in the royal bank, while if 
paid in kind it was deposited by the γεωργοι in the official υποδοχίιον, 
[31] 19, so that in neither case was the payment really made by the 
tax-farmers, seem to me irreconcilable with the hypothesis that avagopa 
means the actual payment. It is only the account of the receipts for 
the month. Cf. [53] 24, where the same difficulty recurs, and notes on 
[16] το and [84] 9. 

[84.] 9-[85]. ‘Balancing of accounts. When all the produce has 
been sold, the oeconomus shall take with him the chief tax-farmer and 
his associates and the antigrapheus, and shall balance the accounts with 
the chief tax-farmer and his associates. If there is a surplus left over, 
he shall pay to the chief tax-farmer and his associates through the royal 
bank the share of the surplus due to each member of the company. 
But if there prove to be a deficit, he shall require the chief tax-farmer 
and his associates and the sureties to pay each his share of it, the 
payment to be exacted within the first three months of the following 
year. 

9. διαλογισμος : cf. [18] 9-[19] 4. There is no mention here of 
a monthly διαλογισμος: cf. [54] 20-[55] 12, where nothing is said about 
the final διαλογισμὸς of the oil-contract. It is difficult to say whether 
much stress is to be laid on the omission in either case. On the whole 
I think that here it has a meaning, for the accounts of the azoporpa were 
kept in money, see [29] 10, [31] 15, [38] 5-8, [84] 6-7, which all deal 
with τιμαι, cf. L. P. [4] 18 note, and no accurate balancing could be done 
until the wine was sold, cf. line 10. How often the sale took place is 
uncertain, owing to the lacuna in [83] 2, but the prices received by the 
oeconomus varied considerably, see App. ii (5), and note on [81] 4. 
Moreover the receipts of the tax-farmers in the case of the απομοιρα 
were limited to the summer months, and were not, like those of the 
oil-contractors, spread over the whole year. It is quite possible there- 
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fore that one general διαλογισμὸς was sufficient, but the term avadopa, 
whatever its precise meaning, shows that a certain amount was expected 
each month (cf. [56] 17) from the tax-farmers, and the regulation con- 
cerning the eyyvo. in [84] 4-6 implies that there was a monthly reckoning 
of some kind. 

TI. ὁ nyopakws, ὁ exwv, and ἀρχωνὴς are here interchangeable ; cf. note 
on [24] 17. 

14. επιδιαγραψατω : cf. [19] 4 επιγραψατω where there is no mention 
of the royal bank, and [32] 10 where διαγραφειν is used in the sense of 
‘paying through a bank.’ Cf. Suidas quoted in Peyron’s admirable note 
on διαγραφειν, Pap. Taur. i.p.144. There is not room for προσδιαγραψατω 
which is found in L. P. 62 [5] 5, 16, nor did the tax-farmers receive 
anything besides the surplus, [12] 13 note. The fact that in one case 
certainly, in the other probably, διαγραφειν is used in the Revenue 
Papyrus for payment through a bank, is however, as Wilck. remarked, 
an accident, for the meaning of διαγραφειν was rightly decided by Peyron 
to be ‘pay’ simply, whether through a bank, or, what is much more 
frequent, to a bank; e.g. P. P. xlvi (2) 13 διαγεγρ(απται) εἰς Tov... 
βα(σιλικην) τρ(απεζαν)}; L. P. 62 [4] 21, [5] τό, &c. Nevertheless the 
agreement of the Revenue Papyrus with Suidas is remarkable. 

18. The tax-farmers therefore as well as the sureties had to make up 
the deficit, but in what proportions we do not know, since emPaddAov is 
quite vague. We should expect that the government would extract 
what it could from the tax-farmers and force the sureties to pay the 
rest. But there is no regulation that the farmers’ own property was 
held in mortgage, and in the account of the διαλογισμὸς in A [16]-[17], 
the eyyvo. alone seem responsible for making up a deficit, while from the 
two series of papyri which bear on this subject, we should gather that 
the sureties were mainly, if not entirely, responsible. In P. P. xlvi the 
surety apparently has to pay more than half the whole amount which 
the tax-farmer had promised to the government, though the question is 
complicated by the occurrence of the obscure term χαλκοῦ πρὸς ἀργύριον 
(to adopt Wilcken’s reading), on which see App. iii, and by an erasure, 
which makes it uncertain whether the amount paid by the surety 
coincided with his liability, or whether it was all that he was able to 
pay. In the Zois papyri the surety is actually liable for the whole 
amount promised by the tax-farmer. Unfortunately there are no details 
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in either case concerning the failure of the tax-farmer to fulfil his contract 
or of the penalty which he incurred, and presumably the loss to the 
security in both cases was exceptional. The fact however remains that 
to be surety for a tax-farmer must have been an extremely burdensome 
λειτουργία, and it is surprising that any one could have been found to 
undertake the duty except under compulsion. This I suspect was 
exercised both in the case of the eyyvor, and even in the case of the 
tax-farmers, though not formally admitted either in the Revenue Papyrus 
or in L. P. 62, in which a large amount of space is devoted to the 
sureties, [1] 13-[5] 16. The edict of Tiberius Alexander C. I. G. iii, 
4957 has a significant passage, line 10 ff. eyyav yap πρὸ παντὸς evdoyw- 
τατὴν ovoay THY εἐντευξιν ὑυμων UTEP TOU μὴ αἀκοντας ανθρωπους εἰς τελωνειας ἢ 
arhas μισθωσεις ovotakas παρα τὸ κοινον εθος των επαρχείων προς βιαν 
αγεσθαι, κιτιλ., which shows that the position of the tax-farmers and 
@ fortiori that of the eyyvo. had become intolerable. Cf. L. P. 62 
[5] 3, which shows the difficulty of finding tax-farmers. 


[35.] 3. καλεισθωσαν : cf. [8] 3 and [21] 12. οἱ αδικουμενοι are probably 
the tax-farmers who had not received the surplus due to them. 

With this section the law concerning the amojoipa comes to an end. 
The next two columns give the decrees by which the second Ptolemy 
effected the ‘disendowment of the Church’ or state religion. 


[86.] 1-2. The conclusion of a προσταγμα enclosing a προγραμμα 
[36] 3-[37] 1, which quotes a previous προσταγμα [37] 2-9. This in 
turn introduces the apoypayua [87] 10-20. The sequence of these four 
documents in point of time is therefore the exact reverse of their written 
order. 


[36.] 3-19. ‘The basilicogrammateis of the nomes throughout the 
country shall, each for his nome, register both the number of arourae 
comprised by vineyards and orchards and the amount of the different 
kinds of produce from them, cultivator by cultivator, beginning with the 
twenty-second year, and shall separate the land belonging to the temples 
and the produce from it in order that the rest of the land may (be 
determined), from which the sixth is to be paid to Philadelphus, and 
they shall give a written account of the details to the agents of Satyrus. 
Similarly both the cleruchs who possess vineyards or orchards in the 
lots which they have received from the king, and all other persons who 
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own vineyards or orchards or hold them in gift or cultivate them on 
any terms whatever shall, each for himself, register both the extent of 
his land and the amount of its different kinds of produce, and shall give 
the sixth part of all the produce to Arsinoe Philadelphus for a sacri- 
fice and libation (to her).’ 

4. This passage shows clearly that there was one βασιλικὸς γραμματεὺς 
in each nome, though cf. P. P. 138 (a), where the plural is found. But 
probably the officials of more than the one nome are there meant, cf. [87] 
2-5. Though in the Fayoum the oeconomus was undoubtedly an officer 
of a μερις, not of the whole nome (see P. P. xviii. (1) 2), we do not know that 
the other nomes were divided into μεριδες, and on the whole the Revenue 
Papyrus points to the oeconomus being under ordinary circumstances an 
officer of the whole nome, though it is by no means conclusive, for 
throughout the papyrus officials are nearly always spoken of in the 
singular, even when there were many bearing the same title, e.g. the 
comarch, [40] 3-5. 

6. γενηματα : the plural because referring to both αμπελωνες and παρα- 
δεισοι, but perhaps with a secondary reference to the different kinds of 
produce included under the head of παραδεισοι ; cf. [24] 12 note. 

7. απὸ tov KkBL: the meaning is that the προγραμμα is to be retro- 
spective, though issued between Dius and Daisius of the twenty-third 
year, cf. [87] 9 with [86] 2. The Leyden papyrus Q gives us actual 
proof that the tax was paid to Arsinoe, not to the temples, on the 
produce of the twenty-second year, though the transaction recorded by 
that papyrus, the payment of 20 drachmae for the κεράμιον τηι Φιλαδελῴωι 
by the δοκιμαστης to the πρακτωρ, is dated in the twenty-sixth year, and 
the payment was therefore some years in arrear, which explains the 
mention of the zpaxrwp; cf. note on [6] 1. 

8. I am indebted to Wilcken for the restoration of this important 
passage, which shows that the tepa yy was exempt from the exty. It is 
not surprising that Philadelphus, while diverting the revenue of the 
older gods to the new goddess Arsinoe, hesitated to demand a tax for 
the deified Arsinoe upon land actually belonging to the gods. ταῦτα is 
a mistake for ra; cf. line 6. 

10. tht Φιλαδελφωι : cf. P. P. part I. 70 (2) 1, and note on [87] το. 
The date of Arsinoe’s death is uncertain; see Wilck. art. Arsinoe in 
Pauly-Wissowa’s Encycl. But as the Pithom stele shows that she was 
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alive in the twentieth year, it is probable that she was alive in the 
twenty-third year, though the Revenue Papyrus is equally consistent 
with the opposite hypothesis. Cf. Introd. p. xxxix. 

11. Satyrus: see [87] τι. 

12. κληρουχοι: cf. [24] 6 note. Some of them at any rate paid only 
a tenth after the twenty-seventh year. But nothing can be more precise 
than this passage ; cf. [83] 19, which agrees with it. 

15. ev dwpeas: cf. [48] τι note. It is clear from the references to 
this mode of tenure that it was very common, and that holders of land 
ev δωρεαι were generally to some extent exempt from taxation. 

19. Was the sacrifice to be offered by the tax-payers to Arsinoe, or 
by Arsinoe on their behalf to the gods? M. prefers the latter meaning, 
arguing that in the other case there would be no article before θυσιαν καὶ 
σπονδην, cf. Rosetta stone, line 50 συντελουντες θυσιας καὶ omovdas. But 
the fact that the tax was called sometimes the exrn τῆι Φιλαδελφωι, 
sometimes ἀπομοιρα τηι Φιλαδελῴωι, see note on [87] 19, is all in favour 
of the first view. 

It is hardly necessary to point out that the exry ty. Φιλαδελῴφωι was 
collected and paid es to βασιλικον like any other tax. The θυσια και 
σπονδὴ Was an ingenious but transparent fiction to cloak the disendow- 
ment of the temples. 


[87.] τ. αντιγραφον probably refers to the following προσταγμα: see 
note on [36] 1. 


[37.] 2-9. ‘King Ptolemy to all strategi, hipparchs, captains, no- 
marchs, toparchs, oeconomi, antigrapheis, basilicogrammateis, Libyarchs, 
and chiefs of police, greeting. I have sent you the copies of my procla- 
mation, which ordains the payment of the sixth to (Queen) Philadelphus. 
Take heed therefore that my instructions are carried into effect. Fare- 
well. The twenty-third year, Dius the twenty...’ 

2. While the strategus already in the third century B.c. combined 
civil with military duties (see M., P. P. Introd. p. 7 and Wilck. Anmerk. 
Droysen ΚΙ. Schr. p. 437), the papyri in which he is mentioned either are 
or may be later than Philadelphus’ reign (including even P. P. ii, cf. note 
on [57] 4); and probably at this period the position of the strategus was 
still in the main military. At any rate the ἡγεμὼν was a military officer, 
so that there is a strong probability that the official whose title is lost in 
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the lacuna, was a military one also, and that the civil officials come 
afterwards. Neither the emorparnyos nor the vmocrpatnyos has yet been 
found in the third century B.C., while irmapxiae are frequently found in 
P. P. There is an unpublished papyrus of that collection which begins 
Αγαθιδι (sic) στρατηγωι καὶ ἱππαρχῆι. 

3. nyevoot. The hegemones are thus subordinate to the strategi; 
nevertheless the Romans chose this title as an equivalent for the 
praefectus. Cf. an inscr. at Alexandria, salle G, Καλλιστρατος ο ἡγεμων 
Kat οἱ τετάγμενοι UT avToy στρατιωται. This inscription has been asserted 
by Strack (Mitth. d. K. Deutsch. Arch. Inst. Athen, 1894, p. 237) to 
be a forgery, but on very inadequate grounds. He adduces four argu- 
ments. (1) The writer of the inscription took account of the rough- 
nesses of the stone, leaving a space where there was a hole or excrescence. 
But this only proves that the writer did not select a very smooth piece 
of stone, and by itself is no argument for the date. (2) Strack objects 
that the second title of Ptolemy Epiphanes, Ευχαριστος, is absent. But 
the second title is omitted on coins, cf. Poole Catalogue, Pl. xxxii. 7, 
which has [IroAewarov Ἐπιῴφανους, and Epiphanes and Cleopatra are 
always called θεοι ἐπιφανεῖς simply. (3) Strack remarks that Callistratus, 
being a Greek, ought to have his father’s name mentioned, an argument 
which is very far from being conclusive. (4) He says that ηγεμων by itself 
without em ἀνδρων is in a Ptolemaic inscription an anachronism, an argu- 
ment which is refuted not only by this passage in the Revenue Papyrus, 
but by L. P. 45 verso line 1, and P. P. xlv, cols. 2 and 4. Cf. pap. 32 
in my A. E. Ἐς which has nyeuwov . . . . καὶ os orpatiwrat, like the 
inscription. Finally the inscription has every appearance of antiquity; 
and it is not at all likely that a forged Greek inscription should have 
found its way into the Alexandria Museum, when a forger could spend 
his time much more profitably by turning his attention to ‘twelfth 
dynasty’ stelae, papyri, or scarabs. 

νομαρχαῖς καὶ τοπαρχαῖις : see [41] 16 note. In P. P. 138 the nomarchs 
are put after the oeconomi in the list of officials; but cf. [41] 7, which 
agrees with this passage in giving precedence to the nomarch. There 
can be no doubt that this is the right order. 

4. οἰκονομοις : see [36] 4 note. 

5. Λιβυαρχαιςς. A Λιβυάρχης τῶν κατὰ Κυρήνην τόπων is mentioned in 
Polyb. xv. 25. 12, but I agree with M., who thinks that the Libyarchs of 
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the Rev. Pap. were officials of the nome Libya, which included a wide 
district. Cf. the terms ApaBapyns and, in the second century B.C. papyri, 
OnBapxos. This passage shows that the Libyarchs ranked much lower 
than the nomarchs in the official hierarchy ; cf. [41] 16 note. 

The absence of the ἐπιμελητὴς from not only this list of officials but 
the whole Revenue Papyrus is remarkable, for he is often mentioned 
in L. P. 62, 63 with the other financial officials. Cf. Rev. R. E. v. 44, 
and P. P. 61. 1 (fifth year), and 108. 2 (eighth year). Both papyri may 
be forty or fifty years later than the Revenue Papyrus, especially the 
second, in which the drachmae are copper; see App. iii. There is 
therefore no direct evidence that the title was used at this time. But 
the office and title probably existed nevertheless. 

6. The 9 of καθ, if @ it be, is very irregularly formed and joined 
to the ο. 

7. ΓΕ P. P. [122] 6, and App. p. 8. 


[87.] 10-20. ‘ Owners of vineyards or orchards, whatever their tenure, 
shall all give to the agents of Satyrus and the accountants who have 
been appointed agents of Dionysodorus, nome by nome, a written state- 
ment, which statement shall be given by themselves in person or by the 
agents or tenants of their estates from the eighteenth to the twenty-first 
year, and shall contain both the amount of the different kinds of pro- 
duce and the name of the temple to which they used to pay the sixth 
due, together with the amount of the sixth in each year. Similarly 
the priests also shall give a written statement of the estates from which 
they severally derived a revenue, and the amount of the tax in each 
year, whether paid in wine or in silver. Likewise the basilicogrammateis 
shall send in a written statement of all these details.’ 

11. Satyrus: cf. Strabo xvi. 4; a general of Philadelphus bearing 
this name was sent on an expedition to obtain elephants and explore 
the country of the Troglodytes. But it is not likely that he was the same 
person as this Satyrus, who must have held a high financial office at 
Alexandria, and possibly was the dioecetes par excellence, while οἱ 
παρα Σατυρου may have been the ordinary dioecetae together with their 
clerks and subordinates. Cf. [18] 6, where the εκλογιστῆς is coupled 
with the διοικητης. 

14. The twenty-first year was the last in which the tax was paid 
to the temples; cf. note on [36] 7, and [33] 14. The information was 
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required in order that the tax-farmers might be able to take the 
average of the four preceding years as their basis in bidding for the 
tax. 

Wilck. suggests δηλουσας at the end of the line, which makes the 
construction easier, but I am not sure that it is necessary. 

17. κτήματος, as Wilck. pointed out to me, refers not to the κτηματα 
of private persons mentioned in line 14, but to the tepa yn belonging 
to the temples ; cf. [86] 8, which explains this passage. The government 
wished to ascertain the number of vineyards and orchards belonging 
to the priests, in order that they might be exempted from the tax, 
not in order that they might pay it. 

18. While this passage shows that the priests received the rent of 
their own κτήματα partly in money, partly in kind, it is not stated 
whether the extn which they received from the κτήματα of other persons 
was paid in the same way. But in exacting the tax on παραδεισοι 
in money always, and that on ἀμπελωνες in money under certain con- 
ditions, the government was probably continuing the regulations in 
force when the ἀπομοιρα was paid to the temples. 

19. [k]ac ov: the position of the fragments at the end of this line 
is doubtful. For no tax of the Ptolemies have we more information 
than for the αἀπομοιρα, but it is not easy to arrange it chronologically. 
There is:—(1) Leyden pap. Q (see note on [86] 7), a receipt for the 
κεραμιον TH. Φιλαδελῴφωι, dated the twenty-sixth year of Philadelphus. 
(2) The Revenue Papyrus. (3) Wilck. Ostr. 711, a receipt for the pay- 
ment of αἀπομοιρα and οινολογια in kind, dated the fifth year, probably of 
Euergetes’, perhaps of Philopator’s reign. (4) A papyrus at Dublin, 
C’, No. 9 of my A. E. F., &c., dated the eighth year, which mentions 
the απομοιρα της Φι[λαδελφου. From the close resemblance of the hand- 
writing to that of the wills dated the tenth year of Euergetes in P. P. 
part I, M. assigns this papyrus to Euergetes’ reign. This document 
and P. P. xlvii. (see below) are conclusive evidence that the azopoipa 
of [24]-[35] is identical with the exrn of [83], [86], and [37]. (5) P. P. 
part I, xvi. (2), which records the payment of the tax on the produce of 
παραδεισοι in silver, and is dated the seventeenth year of Euergetes. 
(6) P. P. xxvii, and (7) xxx (¢), which record the payment of the ext in 
kind upon vineyards, and in silver on παράδεισοι, dated the twenty-third 
year, probably of Euergetes, but possibly of Philadelphus. (8) P. Ῥ, 
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xxx (c), in which the exry upon vineyards is assessed partly in kind, 
partly in silver, that upon παραδεισοι in silver. (9) P. P. xliii (5) exrn καὶ 
dexarn, in which aumedwves are assessed partly in kind, partly in silver, and 
παραδεισοι in silver; cf. note on [24] 13. This papyrus and (8) are before 
Epiphanes’ reign, see App. iii. (10) P. P. xlvi(see note on [34] 18), dated 
the second and fourth years of Epiphanes, which refers to the αἀπομοιρα 
τηι Φιλαδελφωι (cf. no. 3) και τοις Φιλοπατορσι θεοις. (11) Wilck. Ostr. 
322=R. E. vi. p. 7, no. 2, a receipt for 2280 drachmae paid to the 
royal bank in the sixth year of a Ptolemy. Wilck. R. E. 1. c. assigned 
it on palaeographical grounds to Euergetes I, but the fact that the 
drachmae are copper makes it much more probable that it belongs 
to Epiphanes’ reign; see App. iii. (12) Rosetta stone, lines 13-15, 
προσεταξε δε Kat Tas προσοδους των tepwv και Tas διδομενας εἰς avTa κατ 
ενιαῦυτον συντάξεις σιτικας τε καὶ ἀργυρικας ομοιως δὲ καὶ Tas καθηκουσας 
απομοιρας τοις θεοις απὸ τε τῆς ἀμπελιτιδος γης καὶ των παραδεισων Kat 
τῶν ἄλλων τῶν ὑπαρξαντων τοῖς θεοῖς ἐπι του πατρος αὑτοῦ μενεῖν ETL Xwpas. 
If ras καθηκουσας απομοιρας τοις θεοις has the meaning which has been 
generally attributed to it, that the ἀπομοιραι were paid to the temples, 
the inscription makes two statements, which if true would be of the 
highest importance, (1) that in the reign of Philopator the temples 
received the amowoipa from vineyards and orchards, (2) that they 
continued to receive them in the ninth year of Epiphanes. But there 
are grave difficulties in the way of accepting either of these statements. 
The association of the gods Philopatores with Arsinoe in P. P. xlvi (c), 
dated the fourth year of Epiphanes, is much more consistent with the 
supposition that the deified Philopator, far from giving back the 
απομοιρα to the temples, went a step further than his predecessors, and 
made himself the recipient of the tax in name as well as in reality. 
And even if the association of the gods Philopatores with Arsinoe 
did not take place until the beginning of Epiphanes’ reign, it is in 
any case certain that the tax was paid to the government, not to the 
temples, within five years, perhaps within three, of the Rosetta stone, 
and that if Epiphanes gave it back in the ninth year, it was soon 
appropriated by the government; for the payment of απομοιρα in 
copper drachmae to the royal bank occurs in numerous ostraca belonging 
to the second century B.C., see (13) below. But I do not believe that 
these changes ever took place at all. Though Philopator and Epiphanes 
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owing to the civil war in Egypt found it necessary to conciliate 
the priests, it is unlikely that either of them, considering the im- 
poverished condition of the exchequer shown by the deterioration of 
the coinage and the adoption of a copper standard, could afford to 
give up so profitable a source of income as the απομοιρα: and since 
the evidence of the papyri and ostraca, while not absolutely irreconcilable 
with the Rosetta stone, is all in favour of the supposition that the 
government never renounced the αἀπομοιρα, I think that, if the meaning 
generally given to this passage of the Rosetta stone be correct, the 
priests’ statements are untrue. But a distinction is carefully drawn 
in the passage between the προσοδοι and συνταξεις of the temples and 
the απομοιραι of the gods; and if we suppose that by the ‘gods’ are 
meant Arsinoe and the gods Philopatores (cf. P. P. xlvi), the passage 
only implies that Philopator and Epiphanes maintained the fiction set 
up by Philadelphus, that the avouo.pa was applied to religious purposes 
when paid to Arsinoe. In that case we need not find the priests 
guilty of anything worse than an expression of flattery, not more abject 
than other phrases in both the Rosetta and Canopus inscriptions. 

(13) It is probably not a mere accident that all the receipts for 
απομοιρα found in the second century B.C. ostraca (see W. Ostr. 332, 
354, 1234, 1235, &c.), refer to payment in money, and I conjecture that 
payment in kind was not allowed after Epiphanes’ reign. Moreover 
an ostracon in Prof. Sayce’s collection (no. 1518) deciphered by Wilcken 
shows that the ἀπομοιρα in the second century was no longer a προς 
apyvpiov wvn, but an ὠνὴ πρὸς χαλκον toovopor, i.e. the tax-farmers were 
allowed to pay in copper without having also to pay the difference 
of the exchange, cf. L. P. 62 [5] 16 and App. iii. The latest mention 
of απομοιρα is in a papyrus at the British Museum, from which Wilcken 
has made the interesting discovery that the tax continued to be paid 
after the Roman conquest. 

[88.] ‘The twenty-seventh year, Loius 10th, we will correct this 
(among?) the agents of Apollonius:’ altered by the corrector to ‘we 
corrected this in the office of Apollonius the dioecetes.’ 

1. Between this and the preceding column are 18 inches of blank 
papyrus. The writer of it is the same as the writer of [23], the corrector 
the same as the corrector of [39]-[56], who is in my opinion the writer 
of the διορθωμα [57] and [58], besides having probably made the few 
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corrections in A and B which are not made by the scribes themselves. 
His corrections in C fall into two classes, those in which he merely 
corrects the blunders of the scribes, e.g. [41] 4 and [42] 17, and those 
in which he alters the meaning of or makes some addition to the 
original draft of C. The first question which arises in [38] is—to which 
of these two classes do the corrections here belong? The erasure of 
mapa and the insertion of τοῦ διοικητου obviously belong to the second, 
the insertion of ev probably to the first. For though a mistake in 
a note like this is very remarkable, the dative without a preposition 
is untranslateable. There is less doubt concerning the alteration of 
the tense in διορθωσομεθα. It is not necessary to suppose a blunder, 
and therefore it is not legitimate to do so. The meaning of the cor- 
rection is that the writer of [38], after the first draft, i.e. [39]- [66], 
was completed, inserted a note saying that he would cause the papyrus 
to be corrected in Apollonius’ office. The papyrus was accordingly sent 
thither, and the corrector after revising it notified the fact that he had 
done so by changing the tense from the future to the past. The 
original draft therefore consisted of [389]-[56], while the corrections in 
those columns are contemporaneous with [57] and [58], as is also clear 
from internal evidence, see notes on [41] 20, [53]18. In what position 
do [59]-[72], all written by one scribe, stand? [59] and [60] are 
a repetition with a few variations of [57]-[58], the rest consists of 
a list of nomes. Now though the original draft [89]-[56] refers in 
one passage to a list of nomes, that list is certainly not the list which 
we have, while our list, see notes on [58] 18 and [57] 6, agrees with 
the corrections in [39]-[56] and the two columns added by the corrector. 
[59]-[72] were therefore added when the corrections were made, and 
the explanation of the repetition of [57]-[58] in [59]-[€0] is that 
[59]-[72] originally existed as a separate piece, different from the 
papyrus of [1]-[58] not only in texture but by at least 3 inches in 
height, and the corrector probably found it more convenient to join 
this strip to [58] than to copy out the list of nomes himself, although 
by doing so he caused the needless repetition of two columns. Whether 
[59] and [60] were directly copied from [57]-[58] is doubtful, see note 
on [57] 6, and the cause of the repetition must of course be a matter 
of pure conjecture; but it concerns us very little whether the list of 
nomes referred to in [53] 18 was, before the corrections were made, 
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joined to the papyrus at the point where [59] now joins it, and was 
cut off by the corrector in order that the new list might be substituted, 
or whether the first draft of the law was incomplete and contained 
no list of nomes. The important facts are that the official list of 
nomes referred to in the uncorrected draft of [58] was quite different 
from the list which we possess, that [59]- [72] originally formed a sepa- 
rate document, and that the corrections in [88]-[56] and the addition 
of [57]-[72] represent changes introduced into the law concerning the 
oil contract during the twenty-seventh year, as the date in [88] 1 
referring to the corrections shows. The first draft, [39]-[56] without 
the corrections, is doubtless a copy of the older law on the subject, 
though how much older we cannot say, except that those parts of it 
which are d:aypappata seem to have been revised yearly, [53] 11, and 
therefore may not be older than the twenty-sixth year. 

Since C was written in Loius of the twenty-seventh year, the fact 
that A and B precede C, even though originally they were probably 
separate documents, makes it certain that they too were written in the 
twenty-seventh year. Therefore the date in [24] 2 is the actual year 
in which the scribe was writing, not as in the case of the dates in [36] 
and [87] the year in the document which he had before him. On Ὁ 
and E which are contemporary with B see note on [73] 1. As the 
απομοιρα was only transferred to Arsinoe in the twenty-third year, 
B cannot be based on much older documents, cf. notes on [24] and 
[33], but as Soter must have introduced νόμοι τελωνικοι, it is quite 
possible that A is based for the most part on them. Cf. note on [31] 5. 

3. Tov διοικητου : this is the only place in [1]-[72] where this official 
has the simple title, elsewhere he is called o em τῆς διοικήσεως τεταγμενος, 
though see [86] 7. But no stress is to be laid on the variation, cf. note 
on [24] 17. 

M. in P. P. Introd. p. 9, has called attention to the fact that there 
were local dioecetae as well as the principal dioecetes in Alexandria, 
and I would go a step further and assert that of the dioecetae mentioned 
by L. Rec. p. 339, all those quoted from papyri were local dioecetae. 
It is in any case far more probable that the corrections in [39]-[56] 
were made in the office of the local dioecetes than that the papyrus was 
sent to Alexandria to be corrected. And since the whole Revenue 
Papyrus came from the Fayoum, see note on [78] 1, it is almost certain 
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that the Apollonius in line 2 is the Apollonius mentioned in Cleon’s 
correspondence; see P. P. 6. 2, 8. 1, 9. 8, 33. 3, 34. 3, 10, all either 
certainly or probably belonging to the thirtieth year of Philadelphus. 

The dioecetes, being the chief financial official, controlled not only 
the oeconomus, [18] 6-8, but the nomarch, [41] 12, [46] 5. Prisoners 
were sent to him, L. P. 62 [8] 17, and P. P. 34 [8] το. He was not 
permanently resident in a nome, [18] 6 note, cf. P. P. 122. 5, 9, a letter 
written from some one in the Nile valley, perhaps at Memphis, to the 
Fayoum ; and it is clear that the district under the care of the dioecetes 
included more than a single nome. 

[89.] 1-12. ‘The contractors shall pay the cultivators for an artaba 
of sesame containing 30 choenices prepared for grinding 8 drachmae, for 
an artaba of croton containing 30 choenices prepared for grinding 4 
drachmae, for an artaba of cnecus prepared for grinding 1 drachma 
2 obols, for an artaba of colocynth 4 obols, for linseed 3 obols. If the 
cultivator will not give the contractors produce prepared for grinding, 
he shall measure it out from the store, having cleaned it with a sieve, 
and shall measure out in addition for completing the preparation of the 
produce for grinding 7 artabae of sesame for every 100, of croton the 
same amount, and of cnecus 8 artabae.’ 

1. This section is a διάγραμμα, see 16 and [53] 11, a term used in C 
to express those sections of the papyrus which are concerned with values 
or prices: e.g. [40] 9-16, [43] 11-19, and [53]. Cf. [78] 1 note, and 
L. P. 62 [8] 5. 

2. Cf. [25] 8 note. An artaba of 28 choenices is mentioned in my 
A. E. F. pap. 18. The difficult question of the various artabae in the 
Ptolemaic period is fully discussed by Wilck. in his forthcoming Corpus 
Ostracorum. The choenix, he tells me, is approximately a litre. 

3. Cf. [53] 16, where this proportion of 8: 4:14 is found between 
the value of an artaba of sesame, croton, and cnecus; and [41] 10 and 
17, [43] 17-18, where the same or nearly the same proportion is observed. 
Cf. also the tax on sesame and croton, [89] 14-15, [57] 12. The prices 
here are probably προς χαλκον, see [40] 10 and [43] τό, i.e. payment was 
made in copper; cf. line 17 below, where apyvpiov is probably opposed 
to payment in copper as well as to payment in kind, and see App. iii. 

I am indebted to Dr. E. P. Wright of Dublin for the following notes 
on the oil-producing plants. ‘Sesame oil is extracted from the seeds of 
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Sesamum orientale and Sesamum indicum. When the seeds are in good 
condition, from 49 to 51 per cent. by weight of oil will be taken from 
them. ‘Croton’ oil is extracted from the seeds of Ricinus communis, 
the castor-oil plant; the seeds under favourable circumstances yield 
about 25 per cent. by weight of oil. Cnecus oil was almost certainly 
made from the seeds of some composite plant, possibly an artichoke. 
The sunflower yields 15 per cent. by weight of oil, but oils from such 
a source are inferior. As to colocynth oil, the seeds of Citrullus colo- 
cynthis yield oil, but are not apparently used at present for such purposes.’ 

As Dr. Wright suggests, the fact that sesame yields 50 per cent. by 
weight, and croton 25 per cent., helps to explain the proportion of 2:1 
in their prices, but to what extent depends on the respective weights of 
an artaba of sesame and an artaba of croton. In speaking of ‘croton, 
I should explain that I mean throughout what the ancients meant by 
it, the castor-oil plant, not the plant which is now by a misnomer called 
‘croton.’ This does indeed produce an oil, but it is only useful as 
a very powerful drug. 

The most remarkable point in the list is the absence of olive-oil (see 
Introd. p. xxxv), the place of which for cooking purposes was clearly taken 
at this time by sesame oil. For the uses of castor-oil, see Strabo xvii. 
824 εἰς μὲν λύχνον τοῖς ἀπὸ THs χώρας σχεδόν τι πᾶσιν, εἰς ἄλειμμα δὲ τοῖς 


πενεστέροις καὶ ἐργατικωτέροις. Cf. Herod. ii. 94 and Wiedemann’s note, 


Herodot’s zweites Buch, p. 382. Probably it was occasionally used then 
even for cooking by the poorest inhabitants, a practice which has not yet 
died out in Nubia. Dr. Wright tells me that castor-oil is still used in 
China for cooking purposes, but the Chinese have some method of 
depriving it of its purgative principle. Verily de gustibus non est dis- 
putandum. 

6. κολοκυνθινου: elsewhere this is used for the oil, not the plant; but 
cf. [55] 6, and the ambiguity of του ex «.7.A. in the next line. 

7. In the enumeration of the oils, [40] 9-13 and [55] 7-9, in the place 
of linseed oil we have ro επελλυχνιον ‘oil for wicks, but see [57] 19 τὸ 
ano tov Awov σπερματος where the oil is meant, not the seeds, so that 
there is little doubt about the identity of ro ἐπελλυχνιον with linseed oil, 
and it is improbable that this ἐπελλυχνιον was a less valuable quality of 
some of the other oils. σπέρματος is governed by ex, although the seeds 
are meant here, not the oil. 
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8. The yewpyo in [89]-[60], like the yewpyou in [24]-[87], are private 
cultivators. Though the cultivation of sesame and croton was strictly 
regulated by the government, the land was not βασιλικὴ yn, nor is there 
any system of corvée such as that described in L. P. 63. Cf. a demotic 
contract with Greek subscription in Revillout’s Nouv. Chrest. Dém. 
p- 155, in which Phib the son of Phib agrees, pledging himself by 
ἃ βασιλικος opkos, to plant 20 arourae of land belonging to the temples 
with sesame: and P. P. xxxix (a), where the κληροι of private individuals 
are to be planted with croton. 

9. παραμετρειτω : ‘measure out, publicly, in the presence of some one, 
cf. [43] 2,12. adw: the place where the produce was kept, cf. [41] 19, 
and P. P. 121. 23 των δὲ adwy ovewy θηκων. The oil was manufactured 
in an ελαιουργιον or ἐργαστήριον, see [44], [45]. 

καθαρας : cf. aupos purapos in Wilck. Ostr. 768, and a papyrus at 
Alexandria, M. Bull. de Corr. Hell. xviii. p. 145, line 13... «ματα azo 
THS AAW συν τωι KovLopTw. ap Le, and line 17 αποκαθαρσις Tov σιτου. 

11. The ‘sign’ for apraBa is to be explained as ap with a stroke over 
it to mark the abbreviation, the top of the p being added separately: 
cf. [46] 17 where the same sign occurs, but without a stroke over it. 
In [53] 16 the loop of the p is joined to the a, while the tail has almost 
disappeared. In [60] 25 and the succeeding columns the sign is drawn 
without lifting the pen from the papyrus, the form found most commonly 
in the Petrie papyri. The addition of a curved line above, i.e. v, trans- 
forms it into the ‘sign’ for apovpa, as is clearly shown by pap. 33 of 
my A. E. F. Cf. also [57] 12 and [59] 13, where artaba is represented 
by a with a stroke after it, which may be p or a sign of abbreviation. 

[39.] 13-18. ‘The contractors shall receive from the cultivators, for 
the tax of 2 drachmae payable on the sesame and the tax of 1 drachma 
on the croton, sesame and croton at the value decreed in the legal tariff, 
and shall not exact payment in silver.’ 

13. That the contractors are the persons meant throughout [39] and 
[40] is evident from numerous passages in the following columns. Cf. 
[39] 13 with [41] 10 and [54] 23; and [40] 9 with [49] 18; and see 
[53] 16 note. 

14. The tax was levied on each artaba, see [41] 10 and [57] 12 = 
[59] 13, and thus amounted to one-fourth of the value in the case of 
sesame and croton. No tax was levied on cnecus, colocynth, and flax, 


~e, 
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the growth of which was not regulated by the central government, 
though the distribution of all crops was supervised by the nomarch, see 
note on [41] 16. On the other hand the precise amount of sesame and 
croton to be grown throughout the country is fixed in [60]-[72]. 

Since the contractors paid the cultivator 8 drachmae for an artaba 
of sesame but received 2 drachmae back in sesame, why is there not one 
regulation that they should pay the cultivator 6 drachmae, instead of 
two regulations, one that they should pay him 8 drachmae, the other 
that he should pay them two? It is quite certain that the contractors 
were the same in both cases, see [41] 10-11. Yet there is no mention 
of the tax in the διαλογισμὸς [54] 20-[55] 12, and since the sesame and 
croton collected as the tax must have been made into oil, like the sesame 
and oil bought by the contractors, it is impossible that the account of 
the tax should have been kept separate from the other accounts, and 
administered according to the regulations laid down in A for farming 
the taxes. As the effect of the tax on sesame and croton was to reduce 
one element in the cost of making oil, the price of the seeds, by one- 
fourth, probably the tax was ignored in the accounts, and the price of 
sesame and croton treated as 6 and 3 drachmae for an artaba. 

The only explanation of the circumlocution which I can suggest is 
that the government wished to draw a nominal distinction between the 
υποτελεις here and the areAeas in [43] τι, though in reality the aredes 
received scarcely anything more for their produce than the ὑποτελεις. 

The position of o: πριαμενοι τὴν ελαικην differs considerably from that 
of of πριαμενοι in A and B. The latter contracted to pay a fixed sum 
for a tax the amount of which was uncertain. If the tax produced more 
than what they had agreed to pay, the surplus went to them; if it 
produced less, they had to bear the loss. On the other hand the 
contractors of the oil monopoly agreed to pay the government a fixed 
sum for the profits arising from the sale of oil [45] 2 and [55] 2, and 
here there seems little room for a deficit or a surplus such as that 
mentioned in A and B. The precise cost of manufacturing a metretes 
of oil was fixed beforehand, [55] 2-12, as was the retail price, [40] 9-16, 
and since the amount of sesame and croton to be made into oil in each 
nome was fixed in [59]-[72], the number of metretae that could be sold 
was also limited. The only elements of uncertainty were (1) the price 
received by the contractors from the retailers, which was fixed by 
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auction, [48] 14. (2) The amount of oil produced from a given amount 
of seed could not be anticipated with absolute precision, but apparently 
there was a fixed amount of oil expected from each artaba, and if the 
amount of oil actually produced was above the average, this surplus 
belonged not to the contractors, but to the Treasury [58] 8. (3) The 
number of metretae sold might fall short of the contractors’ expectations, 
and they received less for oil remaining over when the contract expired 
than for the oil which they had sold, [53] 14. (4) The duty on foreign 
oil brought into the country was paid to the contractors, [52] 20, and 
the amount of this would be uncertain. But the margin for either profit 
or loss, so far as the contractors were concerned, was extremely narrow, 
and the absence of any regulation like that in [18] 9 and [84] 9-21 
might be thought to show that there was no margin at all. Still, as the 
actual profit made by the sale of the oil must have had a definite relation 
to the sum promised by the contractors, it is probable that any surplus 
or deficit on the whole contract was treated in the usual way. 

On the other hand there are good reasons for supposing that such 
a surplus was likely to be very unimportant. These are: (1) the absence 
of any regulation providing for the contingency ; (2) the use of επιγενημα 
in C, not for the surplus above the total amount which the contractors 
had agreed to pay, but for the profit on the sale of each metretes of 
oil, i.e. the difference between the cost and the selling price, [41] 11; 
(3) the fact that the contractors received a portion of this επιγενημα 
as their μισθὸς or pay, [45] 6, [55] 13-16, while in A and B there 
is no hint of a μισθος for the tax-farmers, [31] 14 note. In A and 
B the government by farming out the taxes secured a fixed revenue, 
while the tax-farmers were allowed the opportunity of making a surplus. 
In C the government farmed out the oil-monopoly, not in the least 
to secure a fixed revenue, for the revenue from it was fixed already, 
but to ensure the economical manufacture of the oil, while the tax- 
farmers received a definite reward for their labour in superintending the 
manufacture and sale of the oil instead of an indefinite surplus. 

It is in their capacity of manufacturers far more than in their 
capacity of tax-farmers that οἱ mpiapevor τὴν ἐλαικὴην were necessary to 
the government, and for that reason throughout C I have translated 
ol πριάμενοι ‘contractors.’ 

17. See notes on lines 1 and 3. 
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[89.] 19-[40] 8. ‘The cultivators shall not be allowed to sell either 
sesame or croton to any persons other than the contractors... and the 
contractors shall give the comarch a sealed receipt for what they have 
received from each cultivator; if they do not give him the receipt, the 
comarch shall not allow the produce to leave the village. If he disobeys 
this rule, he shall pay 1000 drachmae to the Treasury, and five times the 
amount of the loss which his action may have caused, to the contractors.’ 


[40.] 3. See note on [89] 13; line 7 also shows that the contractors 
are meant. αποσφραγισμα: cf. [81] 17. 
5. προιεσθω: cf. [27] 11. 


[40.] 9-20. ‘The contractors shall sell the oil in the country at the 
rate of 48 dr. for a metretes of sesame oil containing 12 choes and 
for a metretes of cnecus-oil, accepting payment in copper, and at the rate 
of 30 dr. for a metretes of cici, colocynth oil, and lamp oil’ (altered 
to ‘The contractors shall sell the oil in the country, both sesame oil, 
cnecus oil, cici, colocynth oil, and lamp oil at the rate of 48 dr. for 
a metretes of 12 choes, accepting payment in copper, and 2 obols for 
a cotyle’). In Alexandria and the whole of Libya they shall sell it at 
the rate of 48 dr. for a metretes of sesame oil, and 48 dr. for a metretes 
of cici (altered to “..48 dr. for a metretes of sesame oil and cici, and 
2 obols for a cotyle’), and they shall provide an amount sufficient to meet 
the demands of buyers, selling it throughout the country in all the towns 
and villages, (measuring it) by measures which have been tested by the 
oeconomus and antigrapheus.’ 

g. That the government were able to suddenly raise the price of the 
inferior oils more than 50 per cent., making them equal in value to the 
superior oils, shows the gulf which separates ancient from modern political 
economy. It is difficult to see why any one should have bought e.g. oil 
of colocynth, when he could get sesame oil at the same price. As M. 
suggests, it was probably with the object of maintaining the demand for 
sesame oil that the government levelled up the price of cici, colocynth, 
and lamp oil to that of sesame and cnecus oil. 

10. πρὸς xaAxov: see App. iii. To anticipate, this passage means 
that 288 of the large copper coins which represent the obol (or an 
equivalent amount of the smaller ones) would be accepted as the 
equivalent of 48 silver drachmae, although in reality 48 drachmae thus 
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paid in copper were worth about 10 per cent. less than 48 drachmae 
paid in silver. Since however the contractors of the oil monopoly not 
only received payments in copper but inade them in copper to the 
government, [58] 6, the loss by the exchange fell on the government, 
not on them. The ελαικὴ wy was in fact an wyn προς yadKov toovopor, 
cf. L. P. 62 [5] 19. Literally πρὸς yaAxov means ‘against copper,’ 
cf. xaAKov προς apyvpiov, and my explanation of it in App. iii p. 204. 

The Petrie papyri have as yet yielded no information concerning the 
price of oil in the third century B.C., which, as the correction here shows, 
varied largely from year to year. The Sakkakini papyrus however, 
of the third century B.c. (Rev. R. E. iii. 89), mentions frequently the 
payment of 1 obol for cici. M. Revillout suggests that the amount was 
2 cotulae, which would make the price of a metretes 12 drachmae. 
This suits his conclusions about the price of oil in the next century, but 
is hardly compatible with the 30 dr,, still less with the 48 dr., which the 
Revenue Papyrus states to be the price of a metretes of cici. I should 
therefore suggest that the obol was the price of 4 cotyle or at most of 
1 cotyle. On the price of oil in the second century B.C. see note on 
[51] 12. 

εἐπελλύυχνιον : see note on [39] 7. While the retail price of oil is here 
fixed at 48 dr. προς χαλκον, the contractors did not receive 48 drachmae, 
as most of the selling, if not the whole, was done by small traders, [47] 
TO sqq., to whom the contractors sold the oil by auction. 

11. On the metretes of 12 choes see notes on [25] 8, [81] 6, and 
[55] 8. 

14. maonu: 1. 6. including the αφωρισμενη, the produce of which was 
reserved for Alexandria, [60] 10 and [61] 3. It is obvious that the 
nome Libya had no very clearly defined boundary. Cf. [37] 5 note. 

15. Cnecus, colocynth, and linseed oil are omitted, though they must 
have been required in Alexandria, cf. [53] 22, and [58] 1 note. Probably 
they were sold at the same price as sesame oil and cici; cf. [42] 4 
note. 

16. τὴν written above μη means that την δε κοτυλην, written in line 15, 
comes in here. Cf. [41] 27 and [43] 25, where, a note having been 
inserted, the next few letters of the following sentence are written in 
order to fix the place of the note. . 

19. Cf. the similar precaution in [25] το. 
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[41.] 3-13. ‘They shall exhibit the land sown to the contractor in 
conjunction with the oeconomus and antigrapheus, and if, after surveying 
it, they find that the right number of arourae has not been sown, both 
the nomarch and the toparch and the oeconomus and the antigrapheus 
shall, each of them who is responsible, pay a fine of two talents to the 
Treasury, and to the contractors for each artaba of sesame which they 
ought to have received 2 dr., and for each artaba of croton 1 dr., together 
with the surplus of the oil and the οἷο. The dioecetes shall exact the 
payment from them.’ 

3. αποδειξατωσαν : i.e. the nomarch and toparch; cf. [43] 3. 

5. To πληθος: the number decreed in [60]-[72]. Only sesame and 
croton are meant in this column. 

10, The reference is to [39] 13-18. 

11. To επιγενημα tov ελαιου is the whole difference between the cost 
price and the selling price of sesame oil, not merely the share of this 
surplus which the contractors received as pay for their trouble in super- 
intending the manufacture, cf. [45] 2 note, and [55] 9. It was this 
surplus which the contractors had agreed to pay to the Treasury, and 
they are here completely secured against loss from a deficiency in the 
crop, cf. note on [39] 14. ελαιον, when coupled with κικι, means sesame 
oil here, as in [51] 21, 24, [53] 20, [57] 16, and [60] 16; cf. B. M. 
pap. xxi. 24. In [47] 14 and [48] 4, however, edaov appears to include 
all the oils except cici, for cnecus, colocynth, and lamp oil must have 
been distributed to the καπηλοι like sesame oil and cici. This argument 
is not conclusive, since in several places cnecus, colocynth, and lamp oil 
are ignored, and we are left to assume the arrangements concerning 
them from the regulations concerning sesame and cici; see [42| 4 note. 
But [47] 7 exacrov yevous, not exarepov, is strongly in favour of more than 
two oils being meant ; cf. [42] 12 exaota κατα yevos, where at least three 
kinds of produce are referred to, and [54] 23, where exaorov yevous means 
all the five kinds of produce mentioned in [89] 1-7. That the phrase 
To ελαιον καὶ κικι was felt even at the time to be ambiguous, is shown by 
[49] 18, where τὸ eAaov ought from the context to include cnecus oil as 
well as sesame, and it is more probable that the first hand intended it to 
do so than that he omitted cnecus oil by mistake. But the corrector 
was not satisfied with the clearness of the phrase, for after ro ἐλαιον he 
inserted τὸ σησαμινον ἡ το κνήκινον. 
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It follows from this frequent use of εἐλαιον for sesame oil that where 
ἐλαιον is found in papyri of this period, meaning one kind of oil, the 
presumption is that sesame oil is meant: e.g. P. P. part I, 78. 7. 

13. On the dioecetes see note on [38] 3. εξω opa at the end of the 
line, ‘look outside,’ calls attention to the fact that a note on the verso is 
to be inserted at this point: cf. [43] 2. 


[41.] 20-27. ‘The contractor shall give orders with respect to the 
sesame and croton to be grown for other nomes, and (if the due amount 
is not sown) the dioecetes shall exact the amount from the officials who 
have received the orders, and shall pay it to those nomes which ought 
to have received the sesame and croton’. (Added by the corrector.) 

20. Though the lacunae are too great to be filled up with any 
certainty, this section clearly supplements the foregoing one, and pro- 
vides for the case in which the deficiency affected the sesame and croton 
to be grown for other nomes. Since some nomes did not grow enough 
sesame for their own consumption, e.g. the Heracleopolite, [70] 13, while 
many of them did not grow enough, or even any, croton, e.g. Libya 
[61] 7, and the Nitriote nome, [61] 22, the deficiency was made good by 
making other nomes grow more than was required for their own con- 
sumption. It is noticeable that the case of sesame and croton being 
thus transferred from one nome to another is not provided for in the 
original draft of [89]-[56], but is frequently mentioned in the διορθωματα, 
as here, [43] 21, and [57] 8-13, where the general regulation concerning 
it is laid down. 

The use of ede and esompagas and the mention of the dioecetes, all 
agreeing with 3-13, show that 20-27 refer only to the case in which the 
proper number of arourae had not been sown, and are not a general 
statement. 

21. The letters at the end of the line do not suit προσ; the papyrus 
is deeply stained here, and I am not certain that the piece containing 
the end of this line is in its correct place. 

27. Cf. note on [40] 16. 


[41.] 14-19. ‘Before the season comes for sowing the sesame and 
croton, the oeconomus shall give the official in charge of the distribution 
of crops, be he nomarch or toparch, if he desires it, for the seed sufficient 
for sowing an aroura of sesame 4 drachmae, and for the seed sufficient 
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for an aroura of croton 2 drachmae, and he shall transport the seed 
from the store instead of...’ 

16. νομὸς I consider is here equivalent to νομὴ in the sense of ‘ distri- 
bution, as it is in the sense of ‘ pasture,’ cf. Hesych. Νομόν, νομήν ; and 
[43] 3, where των apovpwv probably goes with νόμου, not σπόρον; and 
P. P. xxx (4), a list made out by a nomarch of various crops sown in 
the Fayoum. The Fayoum was for this purpose divided into several 
νομαρχιαι, called after their respective nomarchs; e.g. there is the 
νομαρχια Nexwvos in P. P. part I. 62 (2) 43; Avoyevovs in part II. 46. 8; 
Αχολπιος, Φιλιππου, and Μαιμαχου in xxxix. Not until the second century 
B.C. do we find the nomarch often identified with the strategus, and 
therefore chief of the ‘nome.’ I am fully aware of the boldness of 
taking vowov here in any other sense than that of ‘nome, though ‘nome’ 
itself of course originally meant a ‘division. But the difficulty of taking 
προεστηκως Tov vouov here as ‘chief of the nome’ appears to me over- 
whelming. The absence of an article before τοπαρχηι shows that the 
phrase tw: προεστήκοτι Tov νομοῦ applies as much to the toparch as to the 
nomarch, i.e. the ‘chief of the nome’ could be either a nomarch or 
a toparch, cf. [48] 3, where the nomarch need not be ‘ chief of the nome,’ 
and [24] 6 note. Now, since we know from the Petrie papyri that there 
were several nomarchs in a nome, the phrase o προεστήκως του νομου would 
mean that one of these nomarchs occupied a superior position to the 
others, and that he is the person referred to here and in [43] 3, while in 
the other passages the ordinary nomarchs are meant. This draws an 
artificial distinction between two kinds of nomarchs, which does not in 
the least suit the passages where they are mentioned in this papyrus or 
elsewhere. On the other hand, if this difficulty is avoided by taking the 
phrase ‘chief of the nome’ as applicable to all nomarchs, the phrase 
becomes purely otiose in this passage, except in so far as it applies to 
the toparch, and the papyrus is self-contradictory, for in [43] 3 it is 
stated that the ‘chief of the nome’ is not always the nomarch. But if 
the difficulty of the phrase ‘chief of the nome,’ even as applied to the 
nomarch, is great, the difficulty of applying it equally to the toparch, 
a consequence which necessarily follows from the absence of the article 
before romapxyt, is much greater. There are only two possible con- 
ditions under which a toparch could be ‘chief of the nome.” Either 
there were some nomes in which there were no nomarchs at all, and 
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their functions were performed by toparchs, or the nomarchs might all 
be away on leave and hence a toparch might become for a time ‘ chief of 
the nome. For, as has been shown, there were several nomarchs at any 
rate in the Fayoum, and if only one went away, his place would obviously 
be filled by another nomarch, not by a toparch who was necessarily 
subordinate to a nomarch. But both of these suppositions are equally 
unsatisfactory. So far from it being probable that certain nomes had 
no nomarchs, all the evidence we have points to their being universal, 
while we know for certain that in some nomes there are no toparchs, see 
Strabo 787 εἰς yap τοπαρχίας of πλεῖστοι (νομοὶ) διήρηντο. Nor can [42] 
5-6 be taken as an argument for the non-existence of nomarchs in certain 
nomes, for (1) ov in line 6 refers to places, not to whole nomes, and (2) 
that passage implies that where there were no nomarchs there were also 
no toparchs, cf. νομαρχαι ἢ τοπαρχαι in line 6 with τῶι vouapym καὶ τῶι 
τοπαρχηι in line 5. As for the alternative supposition that the nomarchs 
were for a time absent, we are forced to believe not only that all the 
nomarchs could be away at once, which is very unlikely, but that their 
absence was a matter of frequent occurrence, since it was necessary to 
provide for the contingency, and further that, when a toparch was acting 
for a nomarch under these circumstances, he could be called ‘chief of the 
nome. But it is hardly credible that the toparch should have thus 
usurped the title of the nomarch ; moreover, if the writer of the papyrus 
had meant that the toparch was for the moment acting-nomarch, he would 
have used o mapa or some such phrase. On the other hand, all these 
difficulties are avoided by supposing that voyov is here and in [43] 3 
equivalent to voyy, a meaning which not only suits the context in both 
cases, but is perfectly consistent with the duties of nomarchs, so far as 
they can be gathered from the Petrie papyri. The phrase ‘ chief of the 
nome’ would apply with much greater propriety to the strategus. 

17. I have taken omopoy here as equivalent to σπερμα, cf. [43] 4, 
and perhaps [42] 16. Elsewhere it means the ‘crop’: e.g. [41] 3. 
It is not clear why the nomarch should receive this money, or who is the 
subject of κομιζεσθω, which may mean simply ‘receive. If it is ὁ προ- 
εστηκως, cf. [32] το note. In [487 3 it is the nomarch who distributes the 
seed to the cultivators: cf. App. ii (3). The first few letters of lines 17 
and 18 have now disappeared. 

10. adw: see note on [389] 9. 
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[42.] 3-[48] 2. ‘When the season comes for gathering the sesame, 
croton, and cnecus, the cultivators shall give notice to the nomarch and 
the toparch, or where there are no nomarchs or toparchs to the oeco- 
nomus; and these officials shall summon the contractor, and he shall go 
with them to the fields and assess the crop. The peasants and the other 
cultivators shall have their different kinds of produce assessed before 
they gather it, and shall make a double contract, sealed, with the con- 
tractor, and every peasant shall enter on oath the amount of land which 
he has sown with seed of each kind, and the amount of his assessment, 
and shall seal the contract, which shall also be sealed by the representa- 
tive of the nomarch or toparch.’ 

3. Cf. [24] 15, the parallel regulation for cultivators of vineyards. 

4. This passage and line 16 show that cnecus, whatever it was, did 
not grow wild, but was cultivated like sesame and croton. The omission 
of colocynth and linseed is a difficulty which arises in several places, 
cf. line 12, [40] 15, [43] 18, [44] 6, [46] 17, [49] 17, [58] 10, 15. But 
the inference to be drawn is not that the regulations were inapplicable 
to colocynth and linseed, but that the regulations for them were parallel 
to those for sesame, croton, and cnecus. See [48] 14 ra λοιπα gopria, 
while only cnecus is mentioned in 18; and [57] 18, where cnecus oil is 
unaccountably omitted; and cf. notes on [41] 11, [57] τό. 

6. This class of places where there were no nomarchs or toparchs, 
included, as L. suggests, besides Alexandria, the cities with a Greek 
constitution (e.g. Naucratis which was distinct from the Saite nome, 
[€0] 18, and Ptolemais in the Thebaid), and possibly the places ruled 
by Libyarchs, [87] 5. The Thebaid, the government of which was 
peculiar to itself, being ruled by a Θηβαρχος (Lumb. Rec. p. 239), con- 
tained τοπαρχιαι in the next century, Wilck. Observ. pp. 24-30. Cf. the 
passage in Strabo quoted in note on [41] 16. 

8. There is no difference intended between ὁ exwy and o διοικων τὴν 
ὠνὴν : see [24] 17 note. 

9. apovpas, ‘fields’: cf. Rev. Proc. Soc. Bibl. Arch. December, 1891, 
p. 65. 

11. Aao. are the fellaheen: cf. L. P. 63. 100 των ev ταις κωμαις κατοι- 
κουντων λαων, and P. P. 14. 4. τιμασθωσαν is probably passive, as in line 
17. The method of assessment resembles that for cultivators of vineyards 
[25] 1-2, rather than that for cultivators of orchards [29] 6. 
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13. ἡ is omitted by mistake after aporepov: on the uncorrected 
blunders of this scribe see note on [48] 9. 

15. dumAnv: see [27] 5 note. 

17. opxov: sc. BactduKov; cf.the demotic contract quoted in note on[39] 8. 

20. συναποσταλεις : this does not imply that the nomarch was there: 
see note on [27] 13. 


[43.] 2. «fw opa: see [41] 13 note. 


[48.] 20-25. ‘The crop of sesame and croton assigned to the culti- 
vators to be grown for other nomes shall be assessed by the oeconomus 
and antigrapheus, who shall receive the sesame and croton from the 
cultivators’ (added by the corrector). 

20. διαγραφεντος : i.e. in [60]-[72]; cf. [41] 20 note. The tax on 
sesame and croton grown for other nomes belonged to the contractors 
of the nome to which the produce was transferred, [57] 7-13. Hence it 
was not allowed to pass through the hands of the contractors in the 
nome where it was grown. Cf. [60] 11, where the oeconomus, not the 
contractor, receives the produce grown ev tnt αφωρισμενήι. 

- 25. Cf. [40] 16 note. 


[43.] 3-10. ‘The nomarch or official in charge of the distribution of 
crops shall give out the seed to each cultivator sixty days before the 
crop is gathered. If he fails to do so or to show the cultivators who 
have sown the assigned number of arourae, he shall pay the contractor 
the fine which has been decreed, and shall recover his loss by exacting 
it from the disobedient cultivators.’ 

3. Cf. [41] 16 note. δοτω does not imply that it was more than 
a loan: see App. ii (3) 2-4. 

5. The sixty days do not apply to croton, which takes a long time to 
grow, or to cnecus, colocynth and flax, the amount of which was not 
fixed, cf. note on [39] 14. It is remarkable that sesame and croton are 
treated throughout the papyrus as precisely parallel, although the one 
had to be sown every year, and the other lasted several years. 

6. παρασχηται: cf. [51] 8, where too the middle is (probably) found 
in place of the active. 

7. διαγραφεν : i.e. in [60]-[72], though the list of nomes to which 
the scribe was referring before the corrections took place was different ; 
see note on [88] 1 and [57] 6. γεγραμμενα : see [41] 9-12. 
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[43.] 11-19. ‘All persons throughout the country who are exempt 
from taxation, or hold villages and land in gift, or receive the revenues 
therefrom as income, shall measure out all the sesame and croton 
assigned to them, and the other kinds of produce included in the 
oil-monopoly, leaving a sufficient amount for next year’s seed; and they 
shall be paid the value of it in copper coin, at the rate of 6 dr. for an 
artaba of sesame, 3 dr. 2 obols for an artaba of croton, 1 dr. for an 
artaba of cnecus.’ 

II. ατελεις : e.g. the Fayoum was exempt, so far as the produce 
which it grew for the Memphite nome was concerned: see note on 
[69] τ. 

ev dwpeat: cf. note on [86] 15. εν owrafer: συνταξις means a ‘con- 
tribution, especially for religious purposes; see the Serapeum papyri, 
Ros. stone 15, and Rev. ΚΕ. E. I. 59. L. suggests that the difference 
between villages ev δωρεαι and villages ἐν συντάξει was that in the latter 
case only the revenues were assigned to a person (cf. the case of 
Themistocles who received the revenues of five cities, Athen. i. 30), while 
in the former, besides the revenues, the whole village was made over, 
including the duty of administering it. Cf. [44] 3, where it is stated that 
no oil factories are to be set up in villages ev dwpea. This shows that 
the administration of villages ev δωρεαι was not quite the same as that of 
ordinary villages, from which villages ev συντάξει are not there distin- 
guished ; and I prefer Lumbraso’s explanation to those suggested by 
M. Introd. p.xxxviii. In any case the holders of land ev συνταξει were no 
doubt mainly, if not wholly, the priests, cf. [50] 20, while holders of land 
ev dwpeat were court favourites. 

13. yevouevov: there is no reason to think that the ατελεις were 
allowed greater freedom in the choice of crops than other cultivators. 
For this use of γενομενον as ‘due’ cf. [80] 21, [87] τό, [56] 19, but in all 
these cases the present participle is used, and perhaps γενόμενον here 
merely means what they have grown. 

16. προς χαλκον: cf. note on [40] 10, and App. iii pp. 194-198. 

17. In the case of sesame, since the areAers only received 6 dr. instead 
of 8 paid to the ordinary cultivators, [39] 3, who had, [39] 18, to give 
back 2 dr. as tax, their ατελεια was purely nominal ; cf. note on [99] 14. 
With regard to croton they were slightly better off than the ordinary 
cultivators, receiving 3 dr. 2 obols instead of 3 drachmae net. On 

a 


138 REVENUE LAWS OF PTOLEMY PHILADELPHUS. 


the other hand, in the case of cnecus they were actually worse off, 
receiving only 1 dr. instead of 1 dr. 2 obols. Colocynth and linseed are 
as usual omitted, cf. note on [42] 4, though they must have been included 
in ta Nowra doptia. Probably the aredes received the same amount for 
these as the uroreAevs, since there was no tax on them; but the case of 
cnecus is remarkable. 

19. The apodosis is probably ‘they shall pay the deficiency’; cf. 
line 10. It is unlikely that there is here a reference to their keeping 
back sesame and croton and so violating the monopoly, for that is 
discussed in [49] 16 sqq. 


[44.] ‘The oeconomus and antigrapheus shall appoint . . . to be 
a factory and shall seal their choice by stamping it. But in villages 
which are held as a gift from the Crown they shall not set up an 
oil factory. They shall deposit in each factory the requisite amount 
of sesame, croton, and cnecus. They shall not allow the workmen 
appointed in each nome to cross over into another nome; any workman 
who crosses over shall be subject to arrest by the contractor and the 
oeconomus and antigrapheus. No one shall harbour workmen from 
another nome; if any one does so knowingly or fails to send back 
workmen when he has been ordered to restore them, he shall pay 
a fine of 3000 dr. for each workman, and the workman shall be subject 
to arrest.’ 

1. A comparison of [45] 7 and 13 with [44] 4 shows that the oeco- 
nomus and antigrapheus are the subject. 

3. See note on [48] τι. 

5. Cf. an ostracon in Prof. Sayce’s collection published by Wilck. 
Akt. p. 59, dated the thirty-fifth year of Euergetes II, in which 
Asclepiades, probably o προς τηι ελαιουργιαι, i. e., if the law was still the 
same, the chief contractor, gives a receipt to Heracleides, probably 
a yewpyos, but possibly the oeconomus, for κροτων[ος] 8, as Wilck. now 
reads, the sign for artaba being omitted. 

16. επισταλεντος : Wilck. Cf. the frequent use of βουλομενου in [25] 1, 
[28] το et al. avayayy: cf. [22] 2, note. 


[45.] 1-12. ‘...and from the surplus of the oil that is sold (altered 
to ‘manufactured’), the oeconomus shall divide among the workmen 
for every metretes containing 12 choes 3 dr. (altered to ‘2 dr. 3 obols.’) 
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Of this sum the workmen and the men who cut the crop shall receive 
2 dr. (altered to ‘1 dr. 4 obols’), and the contractors 1 dr. (altered 
to ‘5 obols’). But if the oeconomus or his representative fails to pay 
the workmen their wages, or their share in the profits from the sale 
of the oil, he shall pay a fine of 3000 dr. to the Treasury, and to the 
workmen their pay, and to the contractors twice the amount of the 
loss which they may have incurred on account of the workmen.’ 

2. There is not room for τοῦ επιγενήματος : probably the first scribe 
wrote γενήματος by mistake, and em was added by the corrector, for 
γενήματος is meaningless and in [55] 9 and 13, which clearly refer back 
to this passage, επιγενημα is found. As the phrase in line 9, ro μεμερι- 
σμενον απὸ τῆς πρασεως (cf. [55] 9 τὸ συντεταγμένον μεριζεσθαι aro Tov 
επιγενηματος) shows, the surplus here was the profit on every metretes 
of oil sold after the expenses of production had been deducted, cf. 
[41] τι, and [89] 14, note, and is quite different from the emyevnya 
of A and B. 

3. κατεργαζομενου : cf. [56] 19-21, a regulation which ought to have 
come in here to the effect that no share of the profit was to be paid 
to the workmen for the oil that was stored, on which see note on 
[53] 5. 

5. The construction is not very logical. The contractors are men- 
tioned here without having been mentioned in line 3, and nothing is 
said in lines 7-12 of the compensation which they are to receive, if 
the oeconomus does not pay them, for line 11 refers only to compensation 
for loss inflicted on them through the workmen not being paid. The 
reason is that here the payment of the workmen is the subject and 
the payment of the contractors incidental. The salary of the latter 
is discussed in [55]. 

It is interesting to note that in this, one of the earliest examples 
of profit-sharing, the workmen received more than the ‘ entrepreneurs.’ 
The author of this law, whether Soter or Philadelphus, certainly favoured 
the fellaheen at the expense of the richer classes or the foreign settlers, 
who in most cases farmed the taxes. 

κοπεις : a new sense of this word; cf. Herodotus’ description of the 
manufacture of οἷοί, ii. 94 τοῦτον ἐπεὰν συλλέξωνται, ot μὲν κόψαντες 
ἀπιποῦσι, οἱ δὲ καὶ φρύξαντες ἀπέψουσι. The Revenue Papyrus gives no 
details about roasting the seeds. 

T2 
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8. κατεργον: wages for piece work, cf. [46] 18-20, while μισθὸς is 
a general term, ‘pay.’ Cf. line 11 where μισθὸν includes both κατέργον 
and the share of the profits; [55] 14-15, where it differs from xarepyov 
as ‘salary’ from ‘wages’; [46] 2, note; and LXX Exod. 30. 16, and 
35. 21 τὸ κάτεργον τῆς σκηνῆς. From the way in which the xarepyov 
is mentioned here, we should expect that it had been fixed in the 
lost top of [45]; but see [46] 18, note. 


[45.] 13-18. ‘If the oeconomus and antigrapheus fail to set up oil 
factories in accordance with these regulations, or to deposit a sufficient 
quantity of produce, thus inflicting a loss on the contractors, both 
the oeconomus and antigrapheus shall be fined the amount of the 
deficit which results, and shall pay the contractors twice the amount 
of the loss incurred.’ 

14. παραθωνται: cf. [44] 5. 

16. τὴν eydevay : sc. εἰς To βασιλικον, cf. [40] 7, and [41] 9. 


[45.] 19-[46] 20. ‘The oeconomus and antigrapheus shall provide 
tools for each factory, .... when the oeconomus visits the factory in 
order to pay the wages(?), he shall not interfere with the work in 
any way to the damage of the contractors. If he fails to provide tools, 
or damages the interests of the contractors in any way, he shall be 
judged before the dioecetes, and if he is found guilty, he shall pay (to 
the Treasury) a fine of two talents of silver, and (to the contractors) 
twice the amount of the damage which he has caused. The contractors 
and the clerk appointed by the oeconomus and antigrapheus shall have 
joint authority over all the workmen in the nome, and over the factories 
and the plant, and they shall seal up the tools during the time when 
there is no work. They shall compel the workmen to work every 
day, and shall supervise them in person, and they shall every day 
make into oil not less than 14 artabae of sesame (altered to ‘1 artaba ’) 
in each mortar, and 4 artabae of croton, and 1 of cnecus, and they 
shall pay the workmen as wages for making 4 artabae of sesame, 


into oil..., for..artabae of croton 4 drachmae, and for..artabae of 
cnecus 8 drachmae.’ 


[45.] 19. The fragment containing ]xovou[ and Jaof has disappeared. 
Cf. [46] 4 and 11, χορηγηι and κατασκευης. 


[46.] 2. If κατιων is right and goes with κάτεργον, it is difficult to 
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take κατεργον in its ordinary sense, cf. [45] 8 note. M. suggests that 
it here means the ‘ work, 1. 6. if the oeconomus visited the factory while 
the work was proceeding, he was not to interfere, and compares P. P. 
7. 8 eypawa σοι o det δοθηναι εἰς exactoy ἀργοῦ καὶ τὸ Katepyov, which 
he thinks means ‘working time’ as opposed to ‘time when there is 
no work,’ cf. [46] 12. But the ordinary meaning, ‘wages’ is equally 
possible there, and therefore I hesitate to depart here from the ascertained 
meaning of κατεργον. 

6. The mention of silver here and in [47] 8 does not imply that other 
fines were προς χαλκον. 

10. τΊοπωι is an equally possible reading. 

11. παρασφραγιζεσθωσαν : see note on [26] 7. 

14. κατεργαζεσθωσαν: the subject may be the workmen, cf. note on 
[32] 10; but κατεργαζεσθαι is not applied to the workmen only, see 
[57] 19. 

18. κατεργον might be expected in the lacuna, since κατεργαζεσθωσαν 
has just been mentioned, but there is not room for it, and against the 
hypothesis that the sums here represent the wages of the workmen 
is to be set the fact that xarepyov is spoken of in [45] 8 as if it had 
been already fixed, and that the wages were paid by the oeconomus, 
not the contractors, [45] 7, while the subject of αποδιδοτωσαν is apparently 
the contractors and the clerk. But see [53] 25 note. Colocynth oil 
and lamp oil are once more ignored; in fact in [44]-[47] 9, the section 
dealing with the manufacture of oil, they are never mentioned. But 
itis hardly possible that the conditions of their manufacture were different; 
cf. note on [42] 4, and [54] 23-[55] 1, where the manufacture of all 
five kinds is implied. 

[47.] 1-9. ‘No arrangement with the workmen regarding the flow 
of the oil shall be made either by the oeconomus or the contractor 
under any pretext whatever, nor shall the tools in the factories be 
left unsealed during the time when there is no work. If they make 
an arrangement with any of the workmen, or leave the tools unsealed, 
each of the guilty parties shall pay a fine of 1 talent to the Treasury, 
and to the contractors the amount of their loss if the contract results 
in a deficit.’ : 

1. puois: cf. [60] 15, which probably refers to this passage. It is 
there stated that, if the flow resulted in a surplus, this surplus belonged 
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to the Treasury. But it is not clear whether that section alters, or 
whether it merely supplements, the previously existing law. There is 
nothing in [39]-[56], so far as they are preserved, to show what was 
to be done with a surplus resulting from the ‘flow of the oil’ The 
case does not seem to have been contemplated, though if it went to 
the contractors it is perhaps covered by [53] 12-15, since, if there was 
an unexpectedly large amount of oil, there would be the more left 
over when the term of the contract expired. But in that case I do 
not understand the anxiety of the government to prevent the contractors 
from coming to terms with the workmen about the amount of oil to 
be made from the seed provided; for it would be to the contractor’s 
interest that the output should be as large as possible. On the other 
hand, if this surplus went to the Treasury in accordance with [60] 15, 
and the object of that passage is only to make the point clear, not to 
alter the law, the anxiety of the government to prevent a limit being 
placed on the output of oil is intelligible. Then however the difficulty 
arises that this passage, if taken by itself, rather implies the absence 
of any fixed ratio of oil expected from the seed, while on the other 
hand πλειον in [60] 15 implies that there was a fixed ratio (cf. note 
on [60] 25), and if the ratio was mentioned anywhere it must have 
been mentioned at the top of this column, since it was certainly not 
mentioned in the διορθωμα. On the whole it seems to me least difficult 
to suppose the ratio was fixed here at the top of the column, but the 
question of the surplus was left open, i.e. it was not separated from 
the other oil manufactured, and that [60] 15 is a real correction, altering 
the previous law. 

g. Cf. [17] 1 εαν δε ο ἐπάνω xpovos eyderay nu πεποιήκως, and note 
on [22] 2. 

[47.] 10-[48] 2. ‘The clerk appointed by the oeconomus and 
antigrapheus shall register the names of the dealers in each city and 
of the retailers, and shall arrange with them in conjunction with the 
contractors how much oil and cici they are to take and sell from day to 
day. In Alexandria they shall come to an arrangement with the traders, 
and they shall make a contract with each of them, with those in the 
country every month, with those in Alexandria... 

11. The difference between καπηλοι and μεταβολοι on the one hand, 
and παλιμπρατουντες on the other, depends on the place where they 
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carried on their trade, the καπηλοι and μεταβολοι trading in the modes 
and κωμαι throughout the country, and the παλιμπρατουντες, who were no 
doubt as M. suggests large shop-keepers, in Alexandria. Whether the 
distinction between the καπηλοι and the μεταβολοι is on the same lines, 
is somewhat doubtful. For though from a comparison of [47] 10, 11 
with [48] 3, 4, we might conclude that the καπηλοι traded in the modes, 
and the μεταβολοι in the villages, the mention of κωμὴ in [48] 6 refer- 
ring to both καπηλοι and peraBodo is against this supposition. The 
objection however is far from being fatal; the language of the Revenue 
Papyrus is often inexact, as is shown by the frequent omission of the 
less important oils ; and since the πολεὶς are mentioned in [47] 12 they 
must in any case be understood in [48] 6, though not expressed. M. 
suggests that the μεταβολοι sold by barter, but we have no evidence 
of selling by barter in the papyri of this period. 

15. καθ ἡμεραν: perhaps by the same writer as the rest of the 
column. 

17. Between the συνταξις and the συγγραφη, at any rate in the case 
of the καπηλοι and μεταβολοι, intervened an auction, [48] 13-18. 

18. That the agreement with o ev ryt χωραι was for a month is 
shown by [48] 5: probably that with οἱ ev Αλεξανδρειαι was for a longer 
period; see note on [48] 13. 


[48.] 2. This probably refers to the money paid by the παλιμ- 
mparovvtes at Alexandria to the oeconomus and antigrapheus, and 
credited by them to the account of the contractors at the royal bank. 
Cf. [48] 10 and [31] 14 note. καταχωριζέσθω is probably passive, as there 
is no instance in the papyrus of this verb in the middle voice. o kade- 
στηκως, Cf. [47] το, is therefore inadmissible. 


[48.] 3-[49] 4. ‘The amount of oil and cici which the dealers and 
retailers in each village agree to dispose of, shall be conveyed by the 
oeconomus and antigrapheus before the month arrives to each village, 
each kind of oil being conveyed; and they shall there measure it out 
to the dealers and retailers every five days, and shall receive payment, 
if possible, on the same day, but if not, they shall exact payment before 
the five days have elapsed, and pay the money to the royal bank, the 
expenses of the transport of the oil being defrayed at the cost of the 
contractors. The oil which it has been arranged that each of the 
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dealers and retailers shall take, shall be put up to auction ten days 
before the month arrives, and they shall write out and publish the 
highest bid for each day during ten days in both the metropolis of 
the nome and the village, and shall make a contract with the highest 
bidder.’ 

5. διαθησεσθαι: cf. the phrase frequently recurring in [60]-[72] εἰς 
τὴν ev Ade€avdperat διαθεσιν, and Hadt. i. 1 διατίθεσθαι τὰ φορτία. ελαιον: 
see note on [41] 11: here it includes all the oils except cici. 

9. εξελθουσων was deciphered by Wilck. There can be little doubt 
that M. is right in supposing that εἰ 8 μὴ is a mistake for εἰ δε un μη. 
The text as it stands gives just the opposite of the sense required. 
Though as a rule it is very unsafe to attribute blunders to the text, 
there is ample justification for doing so here, since in this column 
ovxovos is left uncorrected in line 5, and there is certainly a mistake 
inline 17. Cf. [48] 8, [49] 18, [51] 8, [55] 23, where the corrector has 
left blunders uncorrected, or made mistakes himself. 

11. τὸ avyAwpua: the singular is used in the papyrus where we should 
expect the plural, cf. [53] 25. 

13. These six lines probably refer only to the καπηλοι and μεταβολοι, 
cf. 15 with 6, unless the contract with the παλιμπρατουντες was also 
fora month. But in [47] 18 a contrast is drawn between οἱ ev τῆι χωραι 
and οἱ ἐν Αλεξανδρειαι, probably in reference to the length of the 
contract. Moreover ev re τῆι μητροπολει Kat τῆι κωμηι suits the nomes, 
not Alexandria, and if there was no auction in the case of the παλιμ- 
mparovyres at Alexandria, it is intelligible why this section is placed 
at the end,and not between the owvragis and the συγγραφη in [47] 17. 
See also [55] 15, which shows that there were at Alexandria προπωληται 
between the contractors and the παλιμπρατουντες. 

14. επικηρυσσετωσαν: cf. pap. Zois i. [2] 2: the scribe first wrote 
επικηρυσσατωσαν. 

16. τὸ εὑρισκον : cf. pap. Zois i. [2] 1 and L. P. 62 [6] 9, του ευρισκοντος. 

17. The simplest change is to read κυρωθεντος ; for the genitive cf. 
the passages just quoted. 

On the price at which the ἐλαιοκαπηλοι bought the oil from the con- 
tractors see P. P. xxviii and App. iii p. 197. If my theory is correct, 
at the date of that papyrus they were buying it at 42 drachmae προς 
χαλκον for a metretes, 
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[49.] 1. There are 11 inches of blank papyrus between this and 
the preceding column, and a new hand begins here, but it is not clear 
whether these four lines are connected with what precedes or with what 
follows. The writing of [49]-[51] is slightly different from that of 
[52]-[56], but I think that all these columns were written by the same 
scribe, who is probably different from the writer of [24]-[35], though 
there are many points of similarity between [24]-[85] and [49]-[56]. 

If the word in the first line be intended for ἐλαιοκαπηλοι, the sentence 
may run, as M. suggests, παραλαμβανοντες To ἐλαιον πωλησουσι τιμῆς τῆς 
yeypapperns ev τῶι διαγραμματι καὶ μὴ πλεῖονος, cf. P. P. 122, a letter 
from Horus, apparently an agent of the dioecetes, to Harmais about 
oil being sold at a higher price than the προσταγμα allowed. In that 
case this section would be connected with the preceding columns. 
εἐλαιοκα[πηλοι however is certainly not what the scribe wrote, and 
though he has in any case made a blunder and the letters are too 
much rubbed for any certainty, eAavovpyo. seems to be the word meant. 
Moreover the gap between this column and the preceding one and 
the fact that the rest of this column is concerned with a new subject, 
possible violations of the monopoly, are all in favour of joining lines 
1-4 with what follows, especially as οἱ ἐλαιουργοι are in any case the 
probable subject of the verb in line 5. 


[49.] 5-[50] 5. ‘ Nor shall they . .. mortars or presses or any other 
implements used in the manufacture of oil on any pretext whatever, 
under pain of paying a fine of 5 talents to the Treasury, and to the 
contractors five times the amount of the loss incurred by them. Those 
persons who already possess any of these implements, shall register 
themselves before the contractor and the agent of the oeconomus and 
antigrapheus within thirty days, and shall produce their mortars and 
presses for inspection. The contractors and the agent of the oeconomus 
and antigrapheus shall transfer these to the royal oil-factories. If any 
one is discovered manufacturing oil from sesame, croton, or cnecus undery 
any circumstances, or buying oil and cici (altered to ‘sesame oil, cnecus 
oil, or cici’) from any persons other than the contractors, the king shall 
decide his punishment, and he shall pay the contractors 3000 dr. and 
be deprived of the oil and the produce; the payment of the fine shall 
be exacted by the oeconomus and antigrapheus, who, if the offender 
is unable to pay, shall send him to (prison ?).’ 

U 
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5. [49]-[53] 3 deal with possible violations of the monopoly granted 
to the contractors, (1) by manufacture of oil by private individuals, 
[49]-[50] 5: (2) by importation of foreign oil into Alexandria (?), 
[50] 6-13: (3) by adulteration, [50] 14-19: (4) by the action of the 
priests, who were allowed within certain limits to manufacture oil, 
[50] 20-[52] 2: (5) by importation of foreign oil into the country, 
[52] γ. [68] 3. 

18. ἡ before αλλοθεμ should come before ro ἐλαιον. On the correction 
see note on [41] 11, and on the mistake ry for ἡ note on [48] 9. 


[50.] 6-13. ‘They shall not be allowed (to sell) the oil on any 
pretext, nor even to bring it into Alexandria beyond the Crown reposi- 
tory. If any persons introduce more oil than they will use up in three 
days for their own consumption, they shall be deprived of both the 
freight and the means of transport, and shall in addition pay a fine of 
too dr. for each metretes, and for more or less in proportion,’ 

‘ 6. The subject of this section appears to be foreign oil brought by 
sea to Alexandria to be consumed there: cf. [52] 26 and [54] 17. The 
oil brought to Alexandria or Pelusium, which was to enter the country, 
is discussed in [52], where its importation for sale is absolutely forbidden, 
though it might be imported for personal use on payment of a duty. 
There is hardly any doubt however that oil brought to Alexandria to 
be consumed there paid no duty, [52] 26 note. On the other hand the 
merchants who brought the oil were not allowed to sell it; the oil was 
placed in official υποδοχια, [54] 18, which is the meaning of ro βασιλικὸν 
in line 8 here (cf. note on [28] 14), and the contractors superintended its 
sale, [54] 19. 

10. φορτίων is here clearly opposed to πορειων, and is not, as else- 
where, the raw material, i.e. the seeds as contrasted with the manu- 
factured product: mopewy refers, as L. suggests, to ships in the first 
instance. For the regulation that oil brought overland to Alexandria 
should be duty-free occurs in a correction, [52] 25-29, and therefore was 
probably not contemplated by the writer of the first draft. But in the 
light of the correction πορειων is general. 


[50.] 14-19. ‘The cooks shall use up the lard every day in the 
presence of the contractor, and shall neither sell it as lard to any one on 
any pretext, nor melt it down, nor make a store of it. If they disobey, 
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each of them shall pay the oil-contractor for every day that he keeps 
the lard, 50 drachmae’ (altered to ‘each person who either sells or buys 
it shall pay the oil contractor for every piece that is bought, 50 drachmae’). 

14. Like οἱ ἐλαιουργουντες ev Tots ἱεροῖς in line 20, the cooks are probably 
a distinct class, but it is difficult to see how this remarkable regulation 
was to be enforced, except in kitchens where cooking was done for 
a large number of people, e.g. for a regiment or at an inn. It is 
impossible that the kitchens in private houses were subject to the 
invasion of the tax-farmer. 

17. The enormous profit made by the government from the sale of 
oil, see [53] 16 note, must account for the adulteration of oil with animal 
fat. Nowadays it is the lard which is often adulterated with (cotton- 
seed) oil; cf. a paragraph in the Daily News for May 8, 1895, which 
was pointed out to me by Dr. Wright, on ‘ The adulteration of lard.’ 

[50.] 20-[52] 3. ‘Those who make oil in the temples throughout the 
country shall declare to the contractor and the agent of the oeconomus _ 
and antigrapheus the number of oil-factories in each temple and the 
number of mortars and presses in each workshop, and they shall exhibit 
the workshops for inspection, and bring their mortars and presses to be , 
sealed up .. . If they fail to declare the numbers, or to exhibit the work- 
shops, or to bring the mortars and presses to be sealed up, the officials 
in charge of the temples shall, each of them who is guilty, pay 3 talents 
to the Treasury, and to the contractors five times the amount of their 
loss according to the contractors’ estimate of it. When they wish to 
manufacture sesame oil in the temples, they shall take with them the 
contractor and the agent of the oeconomus and antigrapheus, and shall 
make the oil in their presence. They shall manufacture in two months 
the amount which they declared that they would consume in a year; 
but the cici which they consume they shall receive from the contractors 
at the fixed price. The oeconomus and antigrapheus shall send to the 
king a written account of both the cici and the oil required for the 
consumption of each temple, and shall also give a similar written account 
to the dioecetes. It shall be unlawful to sell to any one the oil which is 
manufactured for the use of the temples; any person who disobeys this 
law shall be deprived of the oil, and shall in addition pay a fine of 100 dr. 
for every metretes, and for more or less in proportion.’ 

[51.] 8. παρασφραγιζμον : see notes on [48] 9 and [26] 7. 

U2 


148 REVENUE LAWS OF PTOLEMY PHILADELPHUS. 


[51.] 9. οἱ ἐπι των tepwv τεταγμενοι: cf. Canop. Inscr. line 73 0 ὃ εν 
EKAOTWL των ἱερων καθεστηκως ETLOTATHS και apxtepevs, and the ἐπίσταται των 
ιερων (L. P. 26. 23, and B. M. pap. xxxv. 24), who were responsible for 
paying the Twins their συνταξις. 

12. If the present regulations remained in force under Philometor, 
a possible explanation is suggested for the substitution of one metretes 
of sesame oil for two of cici in B. M. pap. xvii. 54. It would have been 
much cheaper for the ἐπίσταται of the temple to supply sesame oil, which 
they manufactured themselves, than cici, which they had to buy from the 
contractors. In any case, if the temples retained the right of making 
sesame oil in the second century B.C., the value of sesame oil in relation 
to cici in the temples may well have differed from its value in the rest of 
Egypt. On the other hand, if the temples had lost the right, which M. 
thinks probable, as there is no mention of oil manufactured in the temples 
to be found in any of the Serapeum papyri, it is still quite doubtful 
whether the substitution of one metretes of sesame oil for two of cici was 
due to their being of equal value, as has been often assumed. The 
Revenue Papyrus does not favour the idea that cici was half the value of 
sesame, and the oft-quoted passage from B. M. pap. xvii. 54 is a very 
uncertain basis for generalizations. Cf. Rev. R. E. 1882, pp. 162-5. He 
there attempts to show that the price of cici in the second century varied 
between 1800 and 1300 copper drachmae, so that if the ratio of 
exchange was 120: 1 (cf. App. iii), the price had fallen considerably. 
But none of the instances which he quotes give a definite number of 
drachmae as the price of a definite amount of oil, and they are therefore 
not very convincing. The inferior oils together with cnecus are ignored ; 
see note on [42] 4. Probably they are to be classed here with the cici, 
not with the sesame oil. 

18. The final ι of «x: is repeated by mistake. 

19. καθισταμενης : in [40] 9 sqq. 

23. διδοτωσαν : usually ἀποστελλειν is used in reference to the dioe- 
cetes ; cf. [18] 6 note. 


[52.] 4-6. This probably refers to some oil which the contractors 
took over when they entered on the contract. Cf. [53] 3. 


[52.] 7-[53] 3. ‘No one shall be allowed to introduce foreign oil 
into the country for sale, whether from Alexandria or Pelusium or any 
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other place. Offenders against this law shall both be deprived of the 
oil, and in addition pay a fine of 100 dr. for each metretes, and for less 
or more in proportion. If any persons bring with them foreign oil for 
their private use, those who enter the country from Alexandria shall 
register themselves at Alexandria, and pay a duty of 12 dr. for a 
metretes, and for less in proportion, and shall obtain a receipt for it 
before they bring it into the country. Those who enter the country 
from Pelusium shall pay the duty at Pelusium, and obtain a voucher 
for it. Those who collect the duties at Alexandria and Pelusium 
shall place the tax to the credit of the nome to which the oil is brought. 
If any persons, when bringing oil with them for their personal use, fail 
to pay the duty or to carry with them the voucher, they shall both be 
deprived of the oil, and pay in addition a fine of 100 dr. for each metretes.’ 
(Added by the corrector: ‘Those merchants who transport foreign or 
Syrian oil from Pelusium across the country to Alexandria shall be 
exempt from the duty, but shall carry a voucher from the tax-collector 
appointed at Pelusium and the oeconomus, as the law requires... If 
they fail to carry the voucher, they shall be deprived of the oil.’) 

8. Though foreign oil was necessary to supply the wants of Alex- 
andria, [50] 6 and [54] 18, the rest of the country was protected against 
foreign competition. But it is doubtful how long the country remained 
self-sufficing, for in a papyrus published by Egger (Compt. Rend. de 
VAcad. d. Inscr. N. S. iii. p. 314) Asclepiades, superintendent of the oil 
manufacture at Thebes, gives a receipt to the royal bank for 800 drachmae 
received for the carriage of 80 metretae ἐλαίου fevixov. It is hardly likely 
that this oil was destined for Alexandria, and if it had been brought into 
the country es ἰδιαν χρείαν, the expenses of transport would not have 
been paid by the royal bank. 

15. The price of a metretes being 48 dr., the duty was 25 per cent., 
which confirms the passage in Arrian regarding the duty of 25 per cent. 
levied at Leuce Come on imports, quoted by L. Rec. p. 306. But 
Wilcken is right in objecting to L.’s explanation of the tax rerapry in 
L. P. 67 as an import duty. For an unpublished Petrie papyrus, in the 
same handwriting as P. P. xliii, has the heading rteraprn followed by 
a list of names with sums of money, and the payment of the rerapry in 
the Fayoum is consistent with W.’s theory that it was reraptn αλιεων, 
but hardly with the theory that it was a duty on imports. 
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18. It is noticeable that none of the Red Sea ports are mentioned, 
nor is Sebennytus, which is coupled with Pelusium in [93] 1. Most of 
the foreign oil came from Syria, where sesame is largely cultivated to 
this day: cf. line 26 and [54] 17. Olive oil probably formed a large 
part of the ἕενικον eAatoy distinguished from Syrian oil in line 26. As 
a commercial port Pelusium appears in this column and elsewhere to be 
no less important than Alexandria owing to the amount of the Syrian 
trade: cf. [54] 17 note. 

21, The tax was paid to the contractors in the nome to which the 
oil was brought, as compensation for the diminished amount of oil sold 
in the nome. 

24. See note on [9] 3. 

26. παρακομιζωσιν : i.e. through the country by land, or by canal, not 
by sea. This διορθωμα is appended to the regulations concerning the 
introduction of oil into the xwpa, and meets the case of merchants who 
were bringing oil to Alexandria, as they were entitled to do, and who, if 
they brought it by sea direct would be exempt, but, if they wished to 
take it by land, might, according to the foregoing regulations, either be 
forbidden or be forced to pay the duty. The διορθωμα therefore decrees 
that these persons shall be ατελεις, i.e. like those who brought the oil 
direct to Alexandria. If παρακομιζωσι be taken as ‘transport by sea, we 
have to admit that for some reason those who took oil to Alexandria 
via Pelusium were favoured beyond those who brought it direct, and that 
the διορθωμα is misplaced, for this column has to do with oil introduced 
into the xwpa. The other explanation, which gives a much better 
meaning, is based on the assumption that at Alexandria there was no 
duty upon oil imported direct from Syria or elsewhere for the con- 
sumption of the capital. This is not stated in [50], but neither is the 
reverse stated; and, if the oil imported to Alexandria via Pelusium, 
whether by land or sea, was duty-free, the presumption is in favour of oil 
imported direct being also exempt. Moreover the persons appointed to 
watch over the importation of Syrian oil at Alexandria and Pelusium 
were ἀντιγραφεις, not λογευται, [54] τό. 

27. The Aoyevrns was the representative of the contractors, see 
[13] τ. 

28. ev τωι νομῶι: i.e. in 18-19: cf. note on [21] ro. The merchants 
had to carry the voucher, although they had not paid the duty. 
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[58.] 4-17. ‘The contractors shall receive the sesame and croton, of 
which a store (?) has been ordered for each nome, within three days from 
the day on which they take over the contract, paying for it at the rate 
of ... for sesame, ... for a metretes of sesame oil, for croton .. . for cici 
... (altered to ‘17 dr”)... But if, when they give up the contract, they 
leave behind them more oil (than they were ordered to store?) they shall 
receive from the oeconomus as the value of the sesame oil 31 dr. 43 obols 
(altered to ‘ 28 dr. 3 obols’) for a metretes, of cici 21 dr. 2 obols (altered 
to ‘ 20 dr.’) for a metretes, of cnecus oil 18 dr. 4 obols (altered to ‘17 dr. 
1 obol’) for a metretes, and as the value of the sesame 8 drachmae for 
an artaba, of the croton 4 dr., and of the cnecus 1 dr. 3 obols (altered to 
‘1 dr. 2 obols’). 

4. The lacunae are too great for any certainty, but I conjecture that 
this section refers to the produce and oil of which a store had to be kept 
by the predecessors of the contractors, and was bought by the incoming 
contractors within three days of their entering on the wvy, 7-11 being 
the prices which the contractors paid for it, 12-17 the prices they 
received on giving up the contract for any surplus above the amount 
which they had been ordered to store for their successors. The price 
which they received for what they were ordered to store is partly lost in 
the lacuna, partly given by 9-11. For the construction of 4-8 παρα- 
AnWovra ... σησαμον Tov σησαμου tov με F., cf. 18-21 owov ὃ ay ελαιον 
πυποκηρυξωμεν. .. Anoueba.. . Tov μεν ἐλαιου Toy με F.. 

παραληψονται: cf. [9] 1. 

5. αποτιθεσθαι : cf. [56] 21, where τοῦ αποτιθεμενου sc. ἐλαίου is, I think, 
certain. There is no place where the regulations about the oil stored 
can come except here, and this section cannot refer to the ordinary 
sesame and croton required from each nome, because (1) that has been 
discussed in [89]; (2) it is impossible that it should have been received 
within three days of any fixed time, cf. [42] 3; (3) the contractors are 
to receive not only sesame and croton but sesame oil and cici, line 8. 
Nor can this section refer to oil required for Alexandria or the king, 
for that is mentioned in the following sections, while the sesame and 
croton to be grown for other nomes, [41] 20, would be obviously 
irrelevant here. 

9. Possibly τῆς ev ἐεκαστωι νόμωι καθισταμενὴς τιμῆς ; cf. [51] 19. 

11. The reference is to [389]. As the διαγραμμα is fixed for, not z7, 
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the twenty-seventh year, probably the διαγραμματα were revised every 
year: cf. note on [38] 1. 

Since the corrector says that the contractors are to receive for the 
produce the prices mentioned in [39], and his corrections in the next 
sections are all to the disadvantage of the contractors, probably the 
original draft ordained that the contractors should receive more. 

16. The corrected prices here are the same as the prices in [39]; 
therefore on the produce the contractors only recovered what they had 
themselves paid: cf. 10-11. I suspect that this is approximately the 
case with the oils also, and that the corrected prices in 14-15 nearly 
represent the cost price of the oils, or a little more; see note on 20. In 
any case it is practically certain that the contractors did not receive less 
for this oil than what the production of it had cost them. The profit on 
the inferior oils was much greater than on the superior, since there was 
no difference in the (corrected) retail price of any of the oils, [40] 9-16. 
Cf. [53] 22 for colocynth which is omitted here. 

[53.] 17-26. ‘The oil which we hereinafter proclaim our intention of 
taking from each nome for disposal at Alexandria, we will take from the 
contractors in the nome, paying for it at the rate of 31 dr. 43 obols for 
a metretes of sesame oil containing 12 choes without jars, and 21 dr. 2 
obols for cici, 18 dr. 4 obols for cnecus oil, and 12 dr. for colocynth oil. 
(Altered to ‘18 dr. 2 obols for a metretes of οἷο.) This price shall be 
credited to the contractors in the instalments due from them, but the 
price of the produce, the wages of manufacture, and the miscellaneous 
expenses shall first be paid by the oeconomus.’ 

18. υποκηρυξωμεν : i.e. in the list of nomes. The original list, as this 
passage shows, contained not only the amounts of sesame oil and cici 
required from each nome for Alexandria but the amounts of cnecus and 
colocynth oil; see notes on [57] 6, [58] 1, and [41] 20. The corrector, 
however, substituting only one oil, cici, for the four, intended πυποκηρυ- 
ξωμεν to refer to [60]- [72], and in fact the produce εἰς ras ev Αλεξανδρειαι 
διαθεσεις is in those columns always croton, except in two instances, 
[60] 24 and [62] 5, of sesame. Hence his omission of the price of 
sesame oil, about which there is no doubt, is a mistake, to which how- 
ever little importance is to be attached. 

Who is meant by the first person in ὑποκηρυξωμεν and ληψομεθαῦ 
Cf. [58] 27 exper; [54] 1 [προκηρυξΊομεν ; [57] 3 = [59] 2 πωλουμεν ; 
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[58] 6 = [60] 13 πωλουμεν, and frequent instances in [57]-[72] ; together 
with L. P. [1] 1, where πωλουμεν is probable; or, to put the question in 
another form, who is the author of the Revenue Laws? Both the general 
probabilities of the case and these instances, which all imply that the 
person speaking lays down rules for the whole country, require as the 
answer—the king. The only other person who could possibly be meant 
is the dioecetes at Alexandria, or the chief financial minister, whoever he 
was. Against the king being the author may be urged the fact that in 
many places ὁ βασιλεὺς is spoken of in the third person, while the 
dioecetes at Alexandria is not mentioned. But this is no real objection, 
for in [86] 13 του βασιλεως, not ἐμοῦ, occurs in a προγραμμα undoubtedly 
issued by the king himself, and the difficulty of supposing that under an 
autocratic government the law of the country should be issued in any 
other name than that of the king is overwhelming. With regard to 
L. P. 62, the official title of which is uncertain, see note on [1] 6 of that 
papyrus. The general similarity between it and the Revenue Papyrus is 
so close that, even apart from my conjecture πωλοῦμεν and the evident 
parallelism between L. P. [1] 1-3 and [57] 3-5, cf. notes ad loc., it is not 
easy to separate the rank of the author in the two documents. The 
ingenious argument by which Lumb. Rec. p. 342 tries to show that L. P. 
62 was written by a υποδιοικητης cuts both ways, and is not in the least 
inconsistent with that papyrus, like the Revenue Papyrus, having been 
issued in the king’s name. 

10. διαθεσεις : see note on [48] 4. 

20. ev τωι νόμωι: the Crown paid the cost of the carriage to Alex- 
andria, and also supplied the jars, cf. [55] 4; on the other hand, the 
oeconomus paid for the produce, the wages of manufacture, and the 
miscellaneous expenses, presumably entering what he paid in the con- 
tractors’ accounts against the sums credited to them. There is no 
question therefore that all these expenses were more than covered by 
the sums written by the first hand in 20-22, but the profit on the sale 
of a metretes was even greater than the difference between these prices 
and the selling price, cf. note on line 16 and the corrected price of cici 
here, 18 dr. 2 obols, which covered the expenses in lines 24-25. 

There is no mention here of the share of the surplus which, according 
to the corrected reading in [45] 3, was to be paid to the workmen and 
contractors on the oil that was manufactured. Cf. [45] 9 ro μεμερισμενον 

x. 
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amo τῆς tpacews, which is left uncorrected, though πωλουμεένου in [45] 3 
was altered. It is possible that oil εἰς ras ev ἀλεξανδρειαι διαθεσεις was 
not included in the oil ‘sold,’ but in any case according to the correction 
the share ought to have been distributed from the profits of the oil 
manufactured for Alexandria. 

23. Cf. [84] 6,a similar regulation for wine required εἰς το βασιλικον. 
avapopa: see note on [16] 10, [84] 8, and [56] 15. 

25. The oeconomus here pays for the produce, which was usually 
paid for by the contractors ([89] 13), and for the ἀνήλωμα, which also 
under ordinary circumstances was paid for by them, cf. [54] 4. 
Was his payment of the xarepyov also exceptional? The answer to the 
question depends on the meaning of [46] 18, which owing to the lacuna 
is uncertain. [55] 15 however is an argument in favour of supposing 
that the κατεργον was paid by the government, not the contractors, for it 
is coupled there with μισθοι. But the conditions of making oil at 
Alexandria may have been different from those in the country, and 
owing to the lacuna in [55] 3 it is not clear whether the wages were 
included in the διαλογισμος. If the contractors had nothing to do with 
paying the xarepyov, it must have been paid out of the profits, and 
therefore the sum paid by the contractors to the government did not 
represent the net profits of the government, since the government would 
have to subtract the xarepyov. On the whole, however, it seems more 
probable that the contractors paid the εἐλαιουργοι as well as the γεωργοι 
than that the account of the xarepyov was kept separate. The question 
does not affect the general position of the contractors to the government, 
cf. note on [89] 13, for if they did not pay the xarepyov, they would bid 
a correspondingly higher sum for the wun. 

[58.1 27-[54] 14. ‘The amount of sesame oil or cici which we 
require in Alexandria, we will proclaim at the time of the sale, and we 
will pay for it (?) at the rate of 48 dr. a metretes. (Bracketed by the 
corrector) ... they shall not be allowed to introduce the oil into 
Alexandria on any pretext (added by the corrector “if they are dis- 
covered doing so they shall be deprived of the oil”). If they fail to 
render account of it, or if they introduce the oil into Alexandria without 
declaring all of it (“or are discovered introducing oil into the loads,” 
bracketed by the corrector), they shall both be deprived of the oil and in 
addition each of those who have contracted for the village, shall pay 
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a fine to the Treasury of 3 talents. (Altered by the corrector to ‘they 
shall both be fined the value of the oil which they have introduced into 
Alexandria without declaring it... The corrector in the next sentence 
omits ‘to the Treasury,’ and adds a new section over one which he has 
effaced, ‘ The fine shall belong to the Treasury and shall be put down to 
the oil-contractors in the country.’) 

[53.] 27. This section is one of the most obscure in the whole 
papyrus. In the first place there is the question whether [53] 27-[54] 2 
forms a complete section or whether it is connected with what follows. 
The fact that it is bracketed and no new regulation added perhaps 
shows that [54] 2-14 could stand alone, but as this section is clearly 
concerned with oil required in Alexandria, it was probably connected by 
the original scribe with [53] 27-[54] 3. On the other hand it is quite 
possible that the corrector intended by bracketing [53] 27-[54] 3 to 
connect [54] 3-14 with [53] 17-26. Next, what was this oi] required in 
Alexandria? It cannot be oil for sale there, for that subject has been 
disposed of in the preceding section, 17-26, but if Iam right in supposing 
that the king is the subject of ἐχωμεν (see note on [53] 18), this oil was 
perhaps required for the consumption of the court; cf. [84] 6, which 
however only mentions wine taken εἰς to βασιλικὸν and does not specify 
Alexandria. It is possible that the oil referred to here was to be 
exported, but as Egypt produced hardly enough oil for its own use, that 
is not likely. Another difficulty is the high price, 48 dr., apparently 
paid by the king for this oil. If he received oil εἰς tas εν Αλεξανδρειαι 
διαθεσεις at a reduced rate, we should expect him to pay still less for oil 
which he required himself. A possible explanation is that as the profit 
on the sale of each metretes ultimately came back to the government, 
the king recovered the difference between the cost price which he might 
have paid, and the price which he did pay, because the contractors who 
knew beforehand the amount which the king would take (see [54] 2), 
made for the contract a bid greater by the sum which they would 
receive for this oil taken by the king; cf. note on [53] 25. 

3. The bracket after μὴ is very irregularly formed and apparently 
turned the wrong way. 

4. If ἡμιολιν is right, cf. the not infrequent omission of the o in 
apyvpiov at this period, e.g. Wilck. Ostr 329, see App. iti. p. 200. 

12. The farming of the taxes, which were sold collectively to a 

x 2 
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company for a whole nome, was sub-divided by the tax-farmers among 
themselves, sometimes each contracting to collect the taxes of a par- 
ticular district, e.g. P. P. xlvi, where Philip is stated to have bought the 
right of collecting the ἀπομοιρα των περι Φιλαδελῴφειαν και Βουβαστον τόπων, 
sometimes, as the plural μεμισθωμένοι here shows, several of them com- 
bining to collect the revenues of a particular place. In this case the 
eAatkn ὠνὴ of the nome was sub-divided into the smaller wa: of the 
villages, and those who had contracted to make oil at certain villages 
were apparently responsible for sending this oil required for Alexandria. 
Whether they had a particular interest in introducing oil into Alexandria 
without declaring it is not clear, and the corrections are very difficult. 
From the analogy of the other places in which xaraywpifew is used, we 
should expect the meaning of line 14 to be that the fine was put down 
to the credit of the oil contractors, though the emphatic manner in which 
it is stated that the fine was to belong to the Treasury makes the opposite 
meaning * put down against’ quite possible. But as the insertion of ev 
Tt χωραι implies a contrast with the contractors at Alexandria, i.e. 
although the fine was exacted at Alexandria, it affected only the 
contractors of the nome to which οἱ μεμισθωμενοι την kwunv belonged, 
and as the contractors in Alexandria had obviously done nothing to 
incur a penalty, there is more point in the contrast if καταχωριζεσθω has 
its usual meaning. Then the explanation of the fine being credited to 
the contractors of the nome from which the oil was brought to Alex- 
andria, must be that their interests had been somehow damaged by the 
action of οἱ μεμισθωμενοι in not declaring all the oil. Perhaps οι μεμι- 
σθωμενοι had sold some of it secretly without entering it in the accounts, 
see line 8 δωσιν τον λογον. 

[54.] 15-19. ‘The contractors shall appoint also clerks to act as 
their agents at Alexandria and Pelusium for the oil imported from Syria 
to Pelusium and Alexandria, and these clerks shall seal the repositories 
and follow up the disposal of the oil.’ 

16. avtiypapes: see note on [8] 2, and cf. L. P. 62 [8] 15. 

17. εκ Συριας : see note on [52] 18. As the oil mentioned in this 
section is to be consumed at the port to which it is brought (cf. [52] 26 
for oil brought to Pelusium on its way to Alexandria), and there was no 
duty at Alexandria on the oil mentioned here, [52] 26 note, probably 
there was no duty on it at Pelusium also. 
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18. amodoxia: cf. [81] 19, and see note on [50] 6. On the abrupt 
change of subject see note on [82] ro. 


[54.] 20-[55] 16. ‘The clerk of the oil-contract appointed by the 
oeconomus shall hold a balancing of accounts every month with the 
chief contractor in the presence of the antigrapheus, and he shall write 
down in his books both the amount of the different kinds of produce 
which he has received, with the amount of oil which he has manufactured 
and sold (‘at the price written in the legal tariff’ added by the corrector), 
except the oil which is set apart, and the price of the produce written in 
the legal tariff, together with the price of the jars and miscellaneous 
expenses, which shall be calculated at the rate of 1 dr. for an artaba of 
sesame, - obols for croton, 2 obols for cnecus,... for colocynth,... for 
linseed, for .. metretae of sesame oil..., for 5 metretae of cici 1 dr. 
I obol, for 9 metretae of cnecus oil ..., for 7 metretae of lamp oil 1 dr., 
for 12 metretae of colocynth oil 1 dr. 1 obol, and that share of the 
surplus of which the division between the workmen and the contractors 
has been ordered, and the expenses, whatever they may be, of transport 
of the produce. The contractors shall receive their pay from their share 
of the surplus.’ (‘ But in Alexandria the wages for the manufacture of the 
sesame oil, the brokerage, and the pay of the contractors shall be given 
in accordance with the proclamation which shall be made at the time of 
the sale. Added by the corrector.) 


[54.] 20. Cf. [46] 8, [47] το, &c., where an antigrapheus appointed 
by both the oeconomus and antigrapheus acts in conjunction with the 
contractors. But this person is appointed only by the oeconomus and 
is called an antigrapheus τῆς wvys, so that he is probably different. 
Cf. [3] 2 note. 

21. διαλογιζεσθω: cf. [16]-[19] and [34] 9-21. There is nothing 
said in this διαλογισμὸς of the final balancing of accounts, but see note on 
[53] 25. 

23. exaotov yevovs: see note on [41] 11. The re after φορτια is 
contrasted with the re after τιμην. [54] 23-[55] 2 αφαιρετου, are the 
amounts for which the contractors were responsible, [55] 2-12, the 
sums which they were allowed to deduct. The difference between the 
two was due to the Treasury. 


[55.] 1. διαγραμματι : i.e. [40]. If xwus is right, cf. [61] 1 χωρις τῆς 
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αφωρισμενης. To apaiperoy perhaps refers to τὸ αἀποτιθεμενον, [53] 5, or to 
the oil required in Alexandria, [53] 27. It cannot refer to the oil 
required εἰς tas ev Ade€avdperar διαθεσεις, for that was included in the 
avapopat, [53] 23. 

2. τιμην: see [89]. Whether a reference to the xatepyoy is lost in 
the lacuna in the next line is doubtful, [53] 25 note. 

4. κεραμιον: cf. [53] 21. Apparently the contractors received an 
allowance in the account for pottery and the miscellaneous expenses. 

5. The proportion of two to one is that nearly always found between 
the prices of sesame and croton, cf. note on [39] 3, and it is probable 
that the allowance for the ανηλωματα of croton was 3 obols. 

6. The insertion of this line is very doubtful. If colocynth and 
linseed were mentioned the ἀνηλώματα must have been excessively small, 
see [39] 3-7. 

8. The abbreviation which elsewhere means artaba, see note on [39] 
11, is here found with the oils: if the artaba and metretes had the same 
capacity (Rev. R. E. ii. 159), it is here perhaps equivalent to metretes. 
But which artaba was equivalent in capacity to which metretes? The 
papyrus elsewhere uses the ordinary sign for μετρητῆς, με, and there is 
no parallel in any papyrus for the sign meaning artaba as the equivalent 
of metretes. If however the abbreviation here really means artaba, it 
would seem to be a mistake. 

Το. συντεταγμενον : 1. 6. in [45] 1-6. The επιγενημα here is the differ- 
ence between the cost and the selling price of oil so far as the contractors 
were concerned. Cf. notes on [41] 11 and [45] 2. 

13. μισθοι: see [45] 2 note. 

15. κατεργον: see note on [45] 8. τὸ mpomwAntixov: in the case of 
Alexandria there were middlemen between the tax-farmers and retail 
traders. In the rest of the country the oil was sold by auction direct to 
the retailers, [48] 13 note. 


[55.] 17-[56] 13. ‘Search. If the contractors or their subordinates 
wish to make a search, on the ground that some persons have concealed 
oil or oil-presses, they shall hold a search in the presence of the agent of 

‘the oeconomus and antigrapheus (altered to ‘or the agent of the anti- 
grapheus’). If the agent of the oeconomus or antigrapheus when sum- 
moned fails to accompany the contractors, or to remain present until the 
search is made, he shall pay the contractors twice the amount of the oil 
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supposed to be concealed, at their assessment of it, and the contractors 
shall be allowed to make the search within .. days... If the contractor 
fails to find what he declared himself to be in search of, he may be 
compelled by the person whose property is searched to take an oath, 
and swear that his search was made for absolutely no other than its 
declared purpose, which strictly concerned the oil contract. If he fails 
to take the oath on the day on which he is required to take it or on the 
one following, he shall pay the person who requires him to take it twice 
the value of the oil supposed to be concealed, as it was estimated before 
the search took place.’ 


[55.] 17. vmmperar: see note on [18] 2. 

20. καρπιμον : though the general sense of the passage is clear, we 
have been unable to make any satisfactory suggestion for this word. 
The second letter may be A, in which case xAompov is the only word 
possible, and that can hardly be used in a passive sense. In line 19 the 
a of ελ]αιον may possibly be ε, but it is more like a. Wilck. suggests 
ἐλαιουρμον (γι and py are practically indistinguishable in this hand), i.e. 
a mistake for ελαιουργιμον, and thinks it is contrasted with καρπιμον, but 
the correction of the singular to the plural seems to me in favour of 
ελαιουργιον. 

22. οἰκον(ομ)ου. As the corrector has corrected καὶ in line 21 to ἢ, 
this person is yet another antigrapheus ; see [3] 2 note. 

23. αποτινετωσαν ought to have been altered to the singular as only 
one person is meant, even if the original reading καὶ in line 21 had not 
been a mere blunder. 

25. d€ ought probably to have been erased when μὴ was altered to 
και, cf. note on [48] 9. 


[56.] 5. The letters above ἢ μὴ are more like ovpay, which may be 
a mistake for wpav. 

8. ἡ μην: cf. Wilck. Akt. xi. 2. The temples had an official whose 
duty it was to superintend the taking of oaths: see Rev. Chrest. Dém. 
p. 45. The object of forcing the searcher to take this oath must, as 
M. suggests, have been to clear the character of the person whose house 
was searched. 


[56.] 14-18. ‘ The contractors shall appoint sureties for a sum greater 
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by one-twentieth than that which they have contracted to pay, and shall 
pay up the taxes collected every day to the bank, while the monthly 
instalment shall be paid up before the middle of the month following.’ 

14. Cf. [34] 2. 

15. Aoyevpa, Aoyevtns, and Aoyevery are the regular words for collecting 
a tax, cf. [10] 1, [12] 13(?), [16] τι, [52] 20,27. Hence the λογευματα 
here have nothing to do with the ordinary payments for oil sold by the 
contractors, i.e. the avadopa with which Aoyevpara are contrasted. More- 
over neither διορθωσονται nor καθ ἡμέραν is consistent with the supposition 
that ordinary payments are meant, cf. [48] 4-13. The only Aoyev- 
para mentioned in C are the duties on foreign oil in [52], and these 
I think are meant here, but both διορθωσονται and καθ ἡμεραν as applied 
even to them are extremely difficult. The last part of the regulation is 
clear; an instalment (avagopa) amounting to one-twelfth part of the 
year’s revenue which the contractors had agreed to pay the government 
was expected from them every month, and if the actual instalment did 
not reach the required amount, the contractors had to make up the 
deficiency (διορθουσθαι), either themselves or through their sureties, before 
the middle of the next month. If καθ nuepay is opposed to προ τῆς 
διχομηνιας there is no alternative but to suppose that a certain proportion 
of the Aoyevpara was expected every day and the contractors had to pay 
it, whether the Aoyevyara received each day reached the required amount 
or not, unless indeed we admit that διορθωσονται does not mean, when 
applied to λογευματα, what it means when applied to avadopay, which is 
very unlikely. But it is hardly conceivable that the contractors should 
be required every day to make up any deficiency in the λογεύματα, 
whether these are the duties on foreign oil or no; and therefore I think 
that καθ ἡμεραν is to be closely connected with Aoyevpara, ra being 
omitted by a very natural error, and is opposed to την επιβαλλουσαν τωι 
μηνι. The meaning then is that the contractors or their sureties had to 
make up the deficiency first on the Aoyevuara received every day, and 
secondly on the monthly instalment, in both cases before the middle of 
the next month. This gives a satisfactory sense, but is open to the 
objection that if ev τωι ἐχομένων πρὸ τῆς διχομηνιας applies to both 
halves of the section we should expect re... καὶ, not μεν... δε, and that 
as καθ ἡμέραν stands in the Greek, it is unquestionably opposed to ev τωι 
εἐχομενωι, NOt to την ἐπιβαλλουσαν τωι pyVL. 
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τό. emt τὴν τραπεζαν in any case applies to both halves of the section; 
cf. [48] 11 and note on [75] 1. 


[56.] 19-21. ‘The oil-workmen shall receive their due from the oil 
that is manufactured, not from the oil that is stored.’ 

19. To γινόμενον is the share of the surplus (see [45] 2, where this 
regulation ought to have been placed), for the ordinary κατεργον seems 
to have been paid in money, [46] 20. 

KatepyaCouevov is here passive. 


[5'7.] 1-5=[59.] 1-5. ‘Revision of the law concerning the oil- 
contract. We offer for sale the oil-contract for the country from the 
month Gorpiaeus, which is in the Egyptian calendar Mesore, for a period 
of two years in accordance with the proclamation which has been issued.’ 

1. On the relation of [57]-[72] to [89]-[56] see note on [88] 1. 
διορθωμα: cf. L. P. 62 [1] 7. επι τηι ελαικηι : cf. [53] 4 το προκηρυχθεν ef 
exact. νομωι. The ‘law’ here is [89]- [56]. 

3. πωλουμεν : see note on [53] 18, and cf. L. P. 62 [1] 1. την χωραν: 
Alexandria is therefore excluded, the conditions of the wvy there being 
different, since oil required for the capital came partly from abroad, 
[54] 15, partly from the various nomes, [53] 19, partly from the αφωρι- 
σμενὴ in Libya, [58] 5. Cf. [47] 18 and [55] 15. 

4. Though no formula of the extant double dates helps to fill up the 
lacuna, it is clear that no day was mentioned and therefore Gorpiaeus 
coincided with Mesore in this the twenty-seventh year. This is quite 
consistent with a double date in a papyrus at Leyden, B 379, of the 
twenty-ninth year of Philadelphus in which Peritius 28 = Tybi2. If the 
two calendars had coincided during the two years’ interval, Peritius 2 
would have fallen on Tybi 2. Therefore, between Gorpiaeus of the 
twenty-seventh and Peritius of the twenty-ninth year, the Macedonian 
calendar had gained nearly a month on the Egyptian. Other instances 
of double dates in the third century B.c. are (1) P. P. 3, the twenty-fifth 
year, Apellaeus 10 = Pharmouthi 6; (2) the Canopus inscr. ninth year of 
Euergetes, 7 Apellaeus = 17 Tybi; and (3) P. P. part I. 67 (1), Daisius 23 
= Thoth 2, the year not being mentioned. M. assigns P. P. 3 to the 
twenty-fifth year of Philadelphus, not Euergetes, but, as I think, wrongly. 
For if Apellaeus 10 = Pharmouthi 6, Xandicus would approximately have 
corresponded to Mesore in the twenty-fifth year, and since Gorpiaeus 
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corresponded to Mesore in the twenty-seventh year, we must conclude 
that the Macedonian calendar gained no less than five months or lost 
seven on the Egyptian between Apellaeus of the twenty-fifth year and 
Gorpiaeus of the twenty-seventh, which is scarcely credible. Leaving 
that papyrus aside for the moment, the Canopus inscription, in which 
the 7th Apellaeus corresponded to the 17th Tybi and therefore the 28th 
Peritius to about the 8th Pharmouthi, shows that between the twenty- 
ninth year of Philadelphus and the ninth of Euergetes, a period of 
seventeen years, the Macedonian calendar had lost a little over three 
months compared to the Egyptian, unless indeed it had gained nearly 
nine months, in which case the confusion between the regnal years of 
the king according to the two calendars must have been quite in- 
extricable. But if we suppose that P. P. 3 is the twenty-fifth year of 
Euergetes, the following result is obtained. In the ninth year of Euer- 
getes, Apellaeus 7 corresponded to Tybi 17, and therefore, if in the 
twenty-fifth year, Apellaeus 10 corresponded to Pharmouthi 6, the 
Macedonian calendar had in sixteen years either lost nearly three 
months compared to the Egyptian, or gained a little more than nine. 
This is approximately the same as the amount which it lost or gained in 
the seventeen years preceding the Canopus inscription. Therefore, since 
there is nothing in the correspondence of Diophanes, P. P. 2-4, which 
points to Philadelphus rather than Euergetes being the reigning king, 
(for the twenty-sixth year mentioned on page 2 may belong to Euergetes 
just as well as to Philadelphus), and since, in opposition to M., I think 
that there is no more reason to attribute undated or insufficiently dated 
papyri in the Petrie collection to Philadelphus’ or the early part of 
Euergetes’ reign than to the later part of Euergetes’ reign, Philopator’s, 
or in some cases even to Epiphanes’, the balance of probability seems to 
me in favour of the twenty-fifth year in P. P. 3 referring to Euergetes. 
From the twenty-ninth year of Philadelphus to the twenty-fifth of 
Euergetes the Egyptian calendar was, as has been shown, gaining upon 
the Macedonian; but between the twenty-fifth year of Euergetes and 
the ninth year of Epiphanes, a period of twenty-six years, a reaction 
took place; for in the Rosetta Stone the 4th Xandicus = 18th Mecheir, 
and therefore the 10th Apellaeus corresponded to about Phaophi 24, and 
Pharmouthi 6 to about Artemisius 22, i.e. the Macedonian calendar had 
either gained six months and a half on the Egyptian or lost five and 
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a half. In the one case it had got back nearly to its original relation in 
the twenty-seventh year of Philadelphus, in the other it had lost a whole 
year, which is very unlikely. Such being the irregularity of the two 
calendars it is impossible to fix the year of P. P. part I. 67 within any 
approach to precision: but of the three double dates known for the third 
century B.C., it comes nearest to P. P. 3. On the superiority of the 
Egyptian calendar to the Greek cf. a passage in the astronomical 
treatise of Eudoxus, L. P. 1. 62-80, pointed out to me by M., διο ov 
συμφωνουσιν τοις ἀαστρολογοις ar ἡμέραι οὐδε οἱ EAAnviKo. μῆνες. .. οἱ δε 
ἀστρολογοι και οἱ ιερογραμματεις . .. τὰ καταχυτήρια καὶ κυνος ανατολην. .. 
αναλεγομενοι Tas ἡμέρας εκ των Αἰγυπτιων αὐται yap οὐτε υὑπεξαιρουνται οὔτε 
παρεμβαλλονται. 

5. It is curious that the term of the contract began in the last month 
of the Egyptian year, Mesore, for amo cannot exclude the month 
mentioned. But both the commencement in Mesore and the fact that 
the contract was sold for two years are, as Wilck. remarks, probably 
due to exceptional causes, for elsewhere we find the wva: sold only 
for one year and that a regnal year; e.g. Leyd. pap. F; pap. Zoisi; 
Jos. A. J. 12. 4. 33; papyrus in Introd. to P. P. part ii. p. 29 line 3, and 
Ρ. P. xlvi (6) 2. L. P. 62, where also by a strange coincidence Mesore, 
not Thoth, is the starting-point, has several difficulties of its own (see 
App. i), but the exceptional character of the starting-point is obvious. 

[57.| 6-23=[59] 6-[60] 2. ‘(Where the number of arourae sown 
exceeds the number decreed), the tax on the additional sesame and 
croton shall belong to the contractors for the coming term. But 
wherever it appears from the following list that fewer arourae have 
been sown than the number previously decreed, we will make up the 
deficiency both in sesame and croton from other nomes; and the tax 
on this sesame and croton which we shall supply, being 2 drachmae 
for sesame and 1 drachma for croton, shall belong to the contractors 
of the nome to which the produce is supplied. But in the nome from 
which we take away the sesame and croton in excess of the amount 
previously decreed, the tax on sesame and croton shall not be exacted 
upon the produce which we take away. But the colocynth and linseed 
oil, which we do not take to fill up the deficiencies of other nomes 
in sesame and sesame oil, we will manufacture through the agency 
of the oeconomi and then measure it, and the contractors shall receive 
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a surplus from this oil equal to the surplus which they used to receive 
from sesame oil and sesame; and the colocynth and linseed oil, which 
we do not take to fill up deficiencies of other nomes in cici, we will 
manufacture through the agency of the oeconomi and then measure 
it, and from it the contractors shall receive a surplus equal to that 
which they used to receive from cici and croton. The contractors 
shall superintend the manufacture by the oeconomus, and shall seal 
the oil. 

[57.] 6. First as to the differences of reading between the two columns, 
(1) in [57] 6 [σησαμου is not enough to fill the lacuna, and I therefore 
conjecture re which is absent in [59] 7. (2) In [57] 12 the sign following 
Tedos is quite different from that in [59] 13, but both can be resolved 
into a with a stroke after it, i.e. ap(raBn): see note on [89] 11. Artaba 
is required by the sense, and it is confirmed by the blunder of the 
scribe in [59] 14, where rns apraBns is a mistake for tov σήσαμου, showing 
that he had artaba in his mind when writing that passage. (3) In 
[59] 16 εξαγωμεν of [57] 15 has been changed for the worse into 
ειἰσαγωμεν. (4) [57] 17 has ro επιγενημα, [59] 19 inserts καὶ before το. 
(5) [57] 18 has καὶ απὸ tov onoapov, while [59] 21 omits azo or του. 
(6) In [57] 18 there is no room for to before κολοκυντινον which is found 
in [59] 21. The difference is of little importance whether the passage 
be right or not, see note on [57] 16. (7) In [59] 21 we have 
k[. . κ]ατεργασμενοι, probably καὶ, or else κα was written twice over by 
mistake. κατεργασαμενοι without καὶ [57] 19 is correct. (8) In [59] 23 
ap is omitted, cf. [57] 20. Minor differences are [57] 8 τωμ = [59] 9 των : 
[57] 10 ελλειποντα = [59] 11 ενλειποντα: [57] 17 A[ nov |rar = [59] 
λημψονται, cf. [57] 21 = [59] 24, and [58] 5 = [60] 11, for the same 
difference of spelling: [57] 18 κολοκυντινοῦ = [59] 21 κολοκυνθινον. The 
changes of reading introduced by the writer of [59] are thus for the 
most part mere variations, in no case improvements, except perhaps (6), 
and it may be argued that [59]-[60] were directly copied from [57]-[58] 
by a rather careless scribe. But the number of differences in [59]-[60] 
especially those which are mere variations, neither better nor worse 
than [57]-[58], makes me incline to the belief that they are independent 
copies of a common archetype which the scribes may have had before 
them, or which may have been dictated to them simultaneously. 

The meaning of this difficult column depends on the sense of των 
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προκηρυχθεισων [57] 8 and προκηρυχθεντος [57] 13. The reference is, 
I contend, not to the following list of nomes, [60]-[72], but to a previous 
list, with which [60]-[72], referred to by αποδειξωμεν, are contrasted. 
Since the original draft of the law concerning the oil monopoly con- 
tained a direct reference to a list of nomes, different from the list 
which we have, [53] 18 note, and [60]-[72] were not part of the original 
document, [88] 1 note, the list referred to by προκηρυχθεισων is prob- 
ably that referred to by υποκηρυξωμεν in [53]. Assuming the correctness 
of this identification, in what way did the original list, which no doubt 
contained the law for the twenty-sixth and possibly earlier years, differ 
from the list in [60]-[72] which represented the law for the twenty- 
seventh year? In the first place the number of arourae to be sown 
with sesame and croton in the nomes was different in the two lists, 
for the section beginning ocas ὃ αν apovpas ελασσους, [57] 7, is clearly 
opposed to the preceding one which in that case may have begun 
οσας ὃ av πλειους, and the two lines which are left confirm this view. 
The revised list therefore assigned in some cases more, in others fewer 
arourae to the nomes, and where the revised amount was smaller the 
deficiency was made up from other nomes, a contingency which, as 
has been shown, see note on [41] 20, was not contemplated in the 
original draft of [89]-[56], for under the old regulations each nome 
grew enough for its own consumption. The difference however between 
the two lists is not limited to sesame and croton. The original list 
contained also the amounts of cnecus oil, colocynth oil, and perhaps 
lamp oil required for Alexandria, [53] 22. In the revised list, in 
accordance with the correction of [53] 20, only croton is required for 
Alexandria, except in the two cases where sesame is required, [60] 24 
and [62] 5, and there is no mention of the other oils, though see [58] 1 
note. 

6. tedos: cf. [89] 13-15. By εἰσιοντα xpovoy the two years mentioned 
in line 4 are meant. It is possible that the alterations in the law were 
made between the time of the sale and the collection of the tax, cf. 
προκηρυχθεισων in line g with [55] 16 and probably [54] 1, and that 
although the contractors for the different nomes had bought the tax 
under the old regulations, in which the numbers of arourae to be sown 
were different, the government nevertheless allowed them to gain where 
the change in the law was in their favour, just as it secured them against 
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loss when the change injured them, see 8-10. But the phrase τοις τὸν 
εἰσιοντα xpovoy πριαμενοις rather implies that the contract had not yet 
been bought, and so I think does πωλουμεν in [57] 3 and [58] 6. Hence 
it is more probable that the alterations were made prior to the sale 
of the contract and represent the terms under which it was to be 
bought. 

It is impossible of course to fix in which nomes the amounts of 
sesame and croton to be grown for the nome itself were increased. 
Many nomes in [60]-[72] have to grow croton (and two have to grow 
sesame) for Alexandria, but as no tax was paid on this in the nome 
where the produce was grown, see 13-15, this increase did not affect 
the contractors who had bought the tax. The nomes meant in 6-7 
are those in which the number of arourae was increased without the 
surplus thus produced being taken away, and this section decides what 
was to be done with the increase of the tax on sesame and croton. 
What was to be done with the oil produced from this increased 
amount of sesame and croton is perhaps laid down in 15-23, but see 
note on line 16. 

8. ἐλασσους : e.g. the Heliopolite nome, [64] 1-18, which only grew 
500 arourae of sesame and therefore had to be supplemented by 2000 
artabae from other nomes, while it grew no croton at all: cf. [63] 17, 
[64] 22, &c. 

11. ὑπαρξει: cf. [61] 11, [62]1,&c. There are however two apparent 
exceptions to this rule [69] 5-7 and [72] 15-18. 

13. εξ ov: e.g. the Tanite nome [66] 18, the Mendesian [62] το, &c. 

16. The construction and meaning of this section have given us 
more trouble than any passage in the papyrus, nor have we been 
successful in finding a satisfactory solution. The general outline of 
lines 16-22 is certain in so far that they consist of two parallel sections, 
neither of which is written out in full, but the great difficulty is to 
decide how far the parallelism is to be carried. Assuming there are 
no mistakes in [57] 16-22 and putting aside for the moment the 
variations in [59] 18-25, the construction seems to be οσον ὃ ἂν μὴ 
δωμεν εἰς TO EAAELTOY σήσαμον καὶ ελαιον (κολοκυντινον ἐλαιον καὶ TO ἀπὸ 
του λινοῦυ σπέρματος, κατεργασαμενοι δια των οἰκονομων μετρησομεν), ap ov 
TO επιγενημα TO ἰσοὸν ληψονται οσον amo του σησαμινοῦυ ελαιου καὶ απὸ του 
σησαμου (ελαμβανον' οσον ὃ αν μὴ δωμεν) εἰς TO (ελλειπον) κικι κολοκυντινον 
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ἔλαιον Kat TO απὸ Tov λινου σπέρματος, κατεργασαμενοι δια των οἰκονομων 
μετρήσομεν, a ov TO επιγενημα TO toov ληψονται οσοὸν amo TE τοῦ κικιος 
καὶ απὸ Tov KpoTwvos ελαμβανον. 

The variations in [59] 18-25 do not affect the sense, the only one 
of any importance being the insertion of ro before κολοκυντινου. But 
if, as I think, κολοκυντινον ελαιον is the object of both δωμεν and 
μετρήσομεν, it makes no difference to the meaning that in 57 κολοκυντινον 
ἔλαιον Kat τὸ amo Tov ALvov σπερματος is grammatically the object of 
δωμεν and the whole clause οσον--- σπέρματος is the object of μετρησομεν, 
while in [59] το κολοκυντινον---σπερματὸς is the object of μετρησομεν and 
is qualified by ocov μη δωμεν. The meaning then will be that colocynth 
oil and linseed oil, when not required to fill up deficiencies in sesame 
oil and cici in the other nomes (cf. line 10 ελλειποντα), are to be manu- 
factured by the oeconomi, and the tax-farmers are to receive an 
επιγενημα equal to that which they received from sesame oil and sesame 
or cici and croton. It might be thought that this explains the absence 
of colocynth and linseed in [44]-[47] which are concerned with the 
manufacture of oil. But there is no reference in C either to the 
substitution of colocynth and linseed oil for sesame oil and cici or 
to the adulteration of sesame oil and cici with colocynth and linseed 
oil, which M. suggested was the meaning of this passage. The oils 
are invariably kept distinct, cf. [40] το, [53] 14, 21, moreover in line 
10 it has been already stated that the deficiency in sesame and croton 
would be made up by sesame and croton from other nomes. There 
is also the objection, why should the emyeynua on the colocynth oil 
not given εἰς τὸ ελλειπον onoapoy be different from the επιγενημα on 
the colocynth oil not given εἰς to (ελλειπο») κικι This επιγενημα is 
itself one of the most obscure points in the whole section. The only 
entyevnua mentioned in C is the difference between the cost and selling 
price of oil, a part of which was paid to the contractors, cf. [45] 2 and 
[55] 14. This suits amo τοῦ onoapwov ελαιου, but is no explanation 
of the emcyernua απὸ tov σησαμου in [57] 18, for which phrase C offers 
no parallel. Other alternatives are either to take emvyevnua as the 
surplus on the whole account of the tax-farmers, which neither suits 
to wov nor yields a satisfactory meaning, or to consider it equivalent 
to mAeov in [53] 13, in which case the emyevnua on the sesame oil 
as well as the emyevnua on the sesame must refer to the prices in 
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that passage. But it is very difficult to see how the prices there 
could be called an επιγενημα since they are much less than the selling 
price, [53] 16 note. 

If the explanation suggested is very unsatisfactory, it is less so than 
several other explanations which may seem possible. (1) If ooov in 
[57] 15 refers not to colocynth and linseed oil but to sesame oil, the 
construction becomes still more complicated and the old difficulty of 
colocynth oil and linseed being used to supplement cici still remains. 
(2) If ocov—ex tov λινου σπέρματος be taken as one sentence, i.e. what 
we do not give εἰς τὸ ἐλλειπον σήσαμον but what we do give εἰς τὸ 
κικι, ad ov—ato tov σήησαμου in 16-18 is left unaccounted for. 
(3) We may suppose that καὶ has been omitted between κικι 
and to xodokvytivov, in which case [59] 21 is nearer to the correct 
reading than [57] 18, and the section will refer to the sesame 
and croton which is in excess of the previously decreed amount, 
but is not required for other nomes. Then in line 18 we ought to 
supply οσὸν ὃ αν μὴ δωμεν κικι ἢ TO KOAOKUYTLVOY ἢ TO απὸ τοῦ ALOU 
σπερματος εἰς To κικι κιιλ. But the amount of colocynth and linseed 
to be grown was not fixed, cf. [89] 14, note, and therefore it could 
not be in excess των προκηρυχθεισων, and why is nothing said of the 
emyevnua on colocynth and linseed or the oils produced from them? 
(4) If in line 18 we only supply xix, we avoid the last difficulties, 
but why should the deficiency in colocynth and linseed oil be supplied 
by cici and not by colocynth and linseed oil? 

The omission of cnecus oil here, cf. [58] 2 note, is in any case re- 
markable. If the explanation of the passage which I have suggested 
is near the truth, and we have here a regulation concerning the manu- 
facture of colocynth and linseed oil, the reason may be that the 
regulations for the manufacture of cnecus have already been given and 
that a deficiency in its supply was not likely to occur. But it is more 
likely the omission is a mere accident, cf. notes on [41] 11, [42] 4. 

19. To απὸ Tov hivov σπερματος: cf note on [39] 7. In [89]-[56] 
it is called to επελλυχνιον. 

[58.] 1-4=[60] 3-9. 

1. Two facts are clear concerning the sesame and croton mentioned 
in this paragraph, (1) that they are taken away (εξ) from each nome, © 
and (2) that no tax is to be levied on them by οἱ πριαμενοι την ελαικην 
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e€....3 either of these facts is sufficient to prove that the sesame 
and croton mentioned here cannot be the ordinary sesame and croton 
required for the nome itself, while exacrov, if correct, shows that the 
sesame and croton cannot be that required εἰς adAovs νόμους, even if 
that subject had not been already discussed in [57] 7-15. The only 
other classes of sesame and croton are that es tas ev ἀλεξανδρειαι 
διαθεσεις [53] 18 and that required ev Adefavdpera [53] 27. Against 
the latter class being meant here are the bracketing of the section 
[53] 27-[54] 2 and the absence of any mention of this class in the 
list of nomes. On the other hand croton εἰς tas ev ἀλεξανδρειαι διαθέσεις, 
on which no tax was to be levied in the nome, is frequently mentioned 
in [60]-[72], and in two cases, [60] 24 and [62] 5, sesame εἰς Tas εν 
Αλεξανδρειαι διαθέσεις. Since we should expect a general regulation 
in these two columns concerning the tax on this class of sesame and 
croton parallel to that concerning the tax on sesame and croton εἰς 
addovs νομους, and εἰς Αλεξανδρειαν is possible in [58] 2, it is extremely 
probable that this section refers to the oil ‘for disposal at Alexandria.’ 
The only difficulty is the mention of colocynth oil in [58] 2, cf. [53] 22 
where colocynth oil is bracketed by the corrector. But as sesame oil 
is also bracketed by the corrector, the inconsistency need not trouble us. 

In [60] 8 σησήαμο» is impossible, as is νήομου, though the a and v 
are extremely doubtful. We should expect ‘the nome from which we 
take away the sesame and croton,’ cf. [57] 14 and [61] 17. 


[58.] 4-6 = [60] 9-13. ‘ The sesame and croton sown in the district 
which is set apart shall be received by the oeconomus from the culti- 
vators, and he shall forward it to the oil factory in Alexandria.’ 

5. ἡ αφωρισμενὴ was part of the Libyan nome, [61] 3 (cf. [40] 14), 
the produce of which was reserved for Alexandria. Hence as in the 
case of sesame and croton grown εἰς addovs νομους, [43] 22-24, the 
oeconomus, not the contractors, received the produce, and no tax was 
paid on it to the contractors of the Libyan nome, [61] 4-6, and note 
[on 61] 1. In [60] το the a of κροτωνα is elided. 


[58.] 6-8 = [60] 13-15. ‘ We offer the contract for sale accepting 
payment in copper coin, and we will take 24 obols for the stater.’ 
6. πωλουμεν reverts to πωλοῦυμεν in [57] 3 and refers to the whole 
contract for the xwpa, not to the adwpiopern only. 
Z 
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4. On this all important passage see App. iii. p. 195. To anticipate 
my conclusions, this passage means that the government would not only 
accept copper coin from the contractors as payment of the sum which 
they had promised, but would take it at par, demanding no exchange 
and counting 24 copper obols as the full equivalent of a silver stater 
or tetradrachm; i.e. copper was legal tender not merely for the fractions 
of a drachma, as it always was, but for the whole amount. In the 
case of most other taxes, e.g. the απομοιρα, the government insisted 
on payment in silver, and if the tax-farmer was allowed to pay in copper 
at all he had also to pay the difference of the exchange which seems 
to have been fixed in all cases by the government. Cf. [76] 2-5. 


[58.] 8-9 = [60] 15-17. ‘If the flow of the oil produces a surplus, 
this surplus of oil and cici shall belong to the Treasury.’ 

8. puois: see note on [47] 1, to which, as L. remarked, this passage 
probably refers. It seems that the reading differs in [58] 9 from [60] 16, 
the first having to πλειον, the other ro ελαιον καὶ κικι, but there may 
be an error in my restoration of 8-g and in any case the sense is the 
same in both passages. 


[60.] 18-25. ‘In the Saite nome with Naucratis, of sesame 10,000 
arourae, of croton 11,4333 arourae, and likewise for disposal at Alex- 
andria, of croton, on which no tax shall be levied by the contractor 
of the Saite nome, 10,6663 arourae, and of sesame for disposal at 
Alexandria 3000 artabae.’ 

18. The mention of Naucratis here though its importance was 
rapidly decreasing, coupled with the absence of it from the list in [81], 
is somewhat in favour of the view suggested in note on [81] 5, that 
the list in [€0]-[72] is much the older classification. Ptolemais rns 
Θηβαιδος is not mentioned in either list. 

20 β΄. The sign for 3 is common in P. P. Cf. also B. M. pap. cxix. 
42, of the second century A.D., by which time the 8 had degenerated into 
o. This passage and line 23 settle the question whether the aroura 
was ever divided into thirds at this period, but Wilck. tells me that 
he adheres to the opinion he has expressed that in the case of 
fractions smaller than 4, the other series, ἢ, 3, τς and so on, is always 
used for arourae. 

21. wore: οἵ. App. ii. (4) saep.; P. P. 49 (1 2) 4, πλινθουλκοι οἱ 
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εξειληφοτες ελκυσαι [πλινθου] M MOTE εἰς THY συντελουμενην εν Πτολεμαιδι 
βασι[λικην] καταλυσιν ; and Wilck. Akt. vi. 15 τὰ εἰθισμενα συμβολα 
επισταληναι ὠστε τοις μετακειμενοις. In all these cases it is followed 
by the dative or εἰς. 

24. σήσαμοῦυ : see note on [53] 20 and cf. [62] 5. 

25. After the lacuna is what looks like the tip of a σ, but as διαθεσιν 
is elsewhere followed immediately by the amount I do not think 
anything is lost. διαθεσιν : cf. note on [48] 5. The amounts of sesame 
and croton required for Alexandria are given here and in [61] 19 in 
artabae, in other places, where there is not a lacuna, they are given 
in arourae. The fact that arourae and artabae are used indifferently 
shows that there was a fixed amount of seed expected from each 
aroura. The enormous quantity of croton to be grown in the Saite 
nome includes of course the croton already planted. Probably only 
a very small amount was sown in each year, cf. note on [48] 5, while 
the figures in the case of sesame meant the quantity to be actually 
sown. There is no proportion between the relative amount of sesame 
and croton to be grown in the various nomes, nor is there any between 
the amounts to be grown for the nome itself and those to be grown 
for Alexandria or other nomes. The figures exhibit the utmost variety 
throughout the list. 


[61.] 1-12. ‘In all Libya, except the district set apart, of sesame 
5700 arourae, and in the district set apart, of sesame which must be 
supplied to Alexandria for disposal there, and on which no tax shall 
be levied by the contractor of the Libyan nome, ..arourae. Of croton 
which must be made into oil in the nome we will provide from other 
nomes .. artabae, the tax on which shall belong to the contractor 
of the Libyan nome.’ 

1. See [58] 5, note. It does not seem that any croton was grown 
in the αφωρισμενη, for there is hardly room for another line. 

8. ὠνηι: i.e. the nome of which the tax was farmed. Cf. note 
on [29] 7. 

As the same formulae are repeated in each column, it is unnecessary 
to translate the rest of the list. 


[61.] 20. See note on [81] 6 and Introd. p. xlviii. 


[62.] 5. Though the lines are often very uneven, there is not room 
Ζ 2 
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for τὴν ev Tots addots νόμοις διαθεσιν, even if that had been the usual 
order, and not την διαθεσιν την ev τοις ἀλλοις νομοιξ. 


[68.] 9. Perhaps τὴν ev ἀλεξανδρειαι, but from the Mendesian nome 
to the Fayoum, [71], the formula, where preserved, is εἰς τοὺς adAous 
γνομους. 

[67.7 12. πραξετα(ι). Other mistakes in spelling occur in [68] τ, 19, 
[72] 18. 

[69.] 1-2. Cf. [61] 3 and [72] 11-12. The Memphite nome as 
well as Memphis was supplied from the Fayoum. 

5. Cf. [72] 15-17, and [71] 8-11. From these two passages it 
appears that the produce of the Fayoum sent to the Memphite nome 
and Memphis was exempt altogether from the tax and is therefore 
an exception to the rule decreed in [57] 13-15, unless, as is quite 
possible, the scribe has written ev Μέμφει and ev tar Μεμφιτηι for εν 
τῆι λιμνηι OF ev τῶι λιμνιτηι. For the position of the Memphite nome 
in the list see M. Introd. p. xlviii. But I am inclined to think that the 
separation of the Memphite nome from Memphis is due to want of 
precision in the drafting of the law rather than to any sacredness 
attaching to the number twenty-four, and that the agreement between 
the two lists in point of number is accidental. Cf. note on [31] 5. 

18. The figure after ’B is goo: so [71] 12. 


['71.] το. Λιμνιτην : ef. App. ii. (2) 13, which proves the existence 
of the word and probably refers to the Fayoum. The note added 
at the side in a very minute hand appears to refer to some amount 
which had been omitted, and does not affect the construction of the 
principal sentence. But it is possible that we ought to read εἰς τὸν 
Μεμφιτην και Μεμφιν in lines 8-9 and [Μεμφιήτην in line 11, cf. [69] 2 
and [72] 12. 

[12.] 1. There is hardly any doubt that the nome lost is the Cyno- 
polite which is wanting to complete the list in [31]. 

8. The fragment containing part of lines 8-10 is perhaps incorrectly 
placed here, though no other place suits it. In any case there is a varia- 
tion in it from the usual formula. I conjecture that the scribe wrote καὶ 
Tov Kpotwva ov bet κατεργασθηναι, which elsewhere is used only of the 
croton supplied from other nomes, in place of κροτωνος, i.e. the croton to 
be grown in the Cynopolite nome. Where arourae are mentioned, they 
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naturally refer to the sesame and croton grown in the nome, and where 
sesame and croton are supplied from other nomes, the amount is given 
in artabae. 

It. See note on [69] 5. 

18. Considering the size of the Thebaid compared to other nomes, 
the amounts are not large, being less than those assigned to the Saite 
nome [60] 19-20. The Thebaid was bounded by the Hermopolite nome 
on the north and by the first cataract on the south. 


[73.] The roll bought from a dealer in Cairo by Prof. Petrie in Dec. 
1893 ends with [72]; the pieces which constitute D and E were bought 
by me in 1895 from the same dealer, with the exception of [100] and 
part of [103] on the verso of [100]. This piece and the fragments 
printed after [107] I obtained in the Fayoum in December, 1894. For 
any one who has studied [1]-[72] a mere glance at D and E and the 
fragments is sufficient to convince him that they all belong to the 
same series of documents as [1]-[72], and it is hardly necessary to call 
attention to the close similarity in colour and texture of the papyrus, 
the obvious parallelism of the subjects treated, and the identity of the 
writer of [87]-[91] with the writer of [24]-[35]. The roll containing 
[1]-[72] probably consisted originally of four separate documents, cf. 
note on [88] 1, so that the question whether [73]-[107] were ever 
actually joined to [1]-[72] is of little importance. Since [1] is the 
beginning of a section, it is probable that D and E were not actually 
joined, but as the distance between the folds in [73]-[107], so far as it 
can be ascertained, shows that these columns formed the outside of a roll, 
the core of which had been separated from it, and the distance between 
the outside folds of [1]-[72] is perfectly consistent with the view that 
[1]-|72] are the missing core of [73]-[107], it is probable that [78]-[107] 
were folded round [1]-[72] but not joined to them, and hence were 
separated from [1]-[72] by the finders of the papyrus. Whether this 
hypothesis be correct or not, [73]-[107] must have been found at the 
same place as [1]-[72], and as it is quite certain that [73]-[107] were 
found in the Fayoum, it follows that [1]-[72] were found there also ; 
cf. note on [38] 3. 


['73]-['78] form a section by themselves, and some folds may have 
been lost between [78] and [79], but probably not many. 
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['73.] 1. διαγραμμα: see note on [89] 1. At first sight the word 
appears to be used here in a wider sense than there, for D appears to fix 
the relations of the royal banks towards the government officials, cf. note 
on [8] 2. But such a section as [76] is a διάγραμμα in the sense of [39], 
and as other sections of a similar character may have been lost, e.g. one 
fixing the rate of interest (cf. [78] 1), the meaning of διαγραμμα may be 
the usual one. In line 4 7ιβικην is perhaps for βασ͵ιλικην. M. 


['74.] 2. οἱ καταβαλλοντες are the tax-payers, not the tax-farmers, 
cf. [52] 15, 18. 


[75.] 1. The acute conjecture of Wilcken from P. P. xxvi (G. G. A. 
1895, no. 2, p. 156), that there were royal banks in the villages as well as 
in the large towns, is thus completely established. No one however had 
suspected the surprising piece of information afforded by line 4 and 
[76] 3, that the royal banks were farmed, and this fact produces im- 
portant modifications in the current view concerning the position of the 
banks in this and the next century ; cf. Wilcken’s Ostraca. 

2. The subject of avageperwoay is probably not a: τραπεζαι. The 
exact breadth of all of the columns in D is uncertain. The number of 
letters lost at the beginnings and ends of lines here is calculated on the 
supposition that 3-4 αποτινετωσαν τωι τὴν is correct, in [76] on the 
supposition that συνταξηται προς τον nyopaxora (cf. [47] 5 and 13) is right, 
in [74] on the supposition that mpaccovres τι (cf. [15] 4) is right. The 
length of [73], [77] and [78] depends on the correctness of the previous 
conjectures combined. 

5. M. suggests ἀντι] τῶν καταβαλλομενων χρηματωΐν. 


[76.] 4. No lacuna is more deplorable than that at the beginning of 
line 5, which would have given us the discount on copper when paid in 
place of silver by the farmers of a προς ἀργυριον wyn. Cf. App. ii (5) and 
L. P. 62 [5] τό, which gives the discount at some period of the second 
century B.C., and App. iii. pp. 198-200 and 214-216. 

7. If τῶι τὴν τραπεζαν nyopaxot, the lacuna is longer than I have 
supposed. 


[77.] τ. παντα χαλκον διδοναι : e.g. the farmers of the eAarkn wvn, who 
paid in copper without any discount, cf. [58] 6 and App. iii. p. 195. 


[78.] τ. Probably em τ[οκωι] ; so in line 4. 
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[80.] τ. αν[τιγραφον» 

2. Probably AEKAT[H® or AEKAT[ON. 

[84.] το. Perhaps ΖΗΊΠΤΗΣΙΣ, cf. [55] 17. 

[85.] 6. vavrea: cf. Rosetta stone 17, προσεταξεν δε και τὴν συλληψιν 


τῶν εἰς τὴν VAUTELAY μὴ ποιεισθαι. 

[86.] 6. διοικητου : see note on [88] 3. 

10. ouvyw: this would seem to be the beginning of a βασιλικος opkos, 
cf. [27] 6 and App. ii (2). But its occurrence here is very strange. 

[87.] From this point to [107] the subject is a tax connected with 
clothes; cf. Rosetta stone 17, των τ εἰς To βασιλικον συντελουμενων εν τοῖς 
ιεροις βυσσινων οθονιων απελυσεν τα δυο μερὴ With the mention of βυσσινων 
in [108] 1 and οθονια in [98] 9 and [99] 5; and Rosetta stone 29, 
ὠσαυτως S€ και Tas τιμας των μὴ συντελεσμενων εἰς TO βασιλικον βυσσινων 
οθϊονίων καὶ των συντετελεσμενων Ta προς τον δειγματισμον διαφορα (απ- 
ελυσεν) with the παραδειγμα in [89] 3 and [102] 4. λινος, ἰστος and 
vpavra are frequently mentioned, and there are two references to the 
priests, [106] 3 and [107] 4. 

9. There does not seem to be room for αποτιΐνετω. Perhaps the 
right-hand strip belongs to a different column. 

[90.] There is a break between this and the preceding column. 

[94.] 3. τριηραρχημα: cf. P. P. 129. 8. 

[95.] 6. i.e. 2 drachmae, 1} obols. 

[96.] 1. Probably χρειαν εχωμεν, cf. [53] 27 and note on [53] 18. 

3. τρηραν : npa seems to be the termination of a word expressing the 
tax on some article, cf. (urypa the tax on Guros, and em ty οθο[νιηραιῦ 
[103] 3. 

4. Cf. note on [12] 1. 

[98.] 1. €: the curved line above ε and ιη in lines 2 and 3 represents 
m, i.e. mnxvs: cf. B. M. pap. 1. 7. 

av(a) means * at’ or ‘ multiplied by, cf. App. ii (5) passim. 

[103.] 2. στυππεινων: cf. LXX. Lev. 13. 47, where B has στυππυινων. 

3. Cf. [96] 3 note. 

[104.] 4. Cf. [7] 3. 

[107.] 1. Cf [9] 2 note. 

[Frag.1.] I do not feel very confident that all the columns which 
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I have assigned to the tenth scribe are by him, [73]-[86], [99]-[107], 
except [99] 8-9, and the fragments. It is easy to select two columns 
which, when put side by side, appear to be written by different persons, 
e.g. [76] and [82], but there are several columns in which the writer’s 
hand changes gradually from one style to another, and after trying in 
vain to distinguish more than one hand I have come to the conclusion 
that these columns were all written by him. His change from a rather 
formal to a much more cursive hand is clearly exhibited in [73]-[78]. 

That Fragments 1 and 2 do not belong to the parts of [73]-[102] 
written by the tenth hand is quite certain; Frag. 3 is more doubtful. 
Fragments 4, 5, and 6 might belong to [73]-[102], but so far as can be 
ascertained they belong to 1 and 2, for all of them seem to be concerned 
with the evvojwoy or pasture-tax. The fragments grouped together under 
one number come at corresponding folds and therefore at corresponding 
intervals, most probably of about 8 inches, so that each one belongs to 
a different column. But the order in which they are placed under each 
number is in some cases doubtful. Frag. 1 (4) and (4) go together, and 
are in the right order, and so are (c)-(g), but whether (a)-(4) come before 
or after (c)-(g¢) and whether there are any corresponding fragments lost 
between (α)- (ὁ) and (c)-(g) is unknown. Similarly in Frag. 2, (a) and 
(2) go together, and so do (c)-(f) and (g)-(2), but the position of these 
three subdivisions to each other is unknown. In Frag. 4, (a)-(e), (g)-(2), 
(m)-(z) go together, (/) is by itself. In Frag. 5, (2) and (4) are by 
themselves, (c) and (4) go together. In Frag. 6, (a)-(c) go together, so 
do (a)-(f), and (¢)-(2) 
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PAPYRUS 62 OF THE LOUVRE, NOTICES ET EXTRAITS DES 
MANUSCRITS, VOL. XVIII, PART II, 1866. 


Col. 1. [πωλουμεν tas ev tla. Οξυρυγχιτηι wras εἰς To ab 


ἰἐϑυῖον .. απὸ μήν]ος Μεσορὴ εἰς δωδεκαμηνον 
[και τας ἐπαγομενας] ἡμέρας € αἰγοραζετε δε 
[ras wvas..... και] μελλετε μηΐθ]ενα συκοφαντησειν 
Be eke τέκνο ὁ μηδεὶ] δίιαϊβαλλειν αλλ απο Tov βελτιστου 
Ππ- |i κατὰ τοὺς νομοὺς καὶ Ta δια 
[ypappara καὶ ta πρ)οσταγματα και ta διορθωμεθα 
[Πἄιτς. τ seared capecare ene Ἰησομενα ep ekaoTns wvns 
[ras ὃ ὠνὰς αναπληρώσειν ovdeva ππολογον 
ΨΨΕΨΕΓΓΠέΨἘΨΠΨΠ,ο το] βασιλικον παρευρεσει ητιν[ι]ουν 
κα ἐὺ κὰ .. +. ἤεισθαι ws καὶ Tas eyderas πραχθη 
[oovrat...... . ot] Ta TeAn λαμβανοντες ova Kat 
[aenailuee δος eyylvous δε καταστησουσιν ov εγλα 
[βοντες τωι οἰκοΐνομωι Kat βασιλικαὶ ypappares 
U6 eee haan eae Saks τω]ν επιδ[εκατω]ν 
ΠΟΤ terete Tey Ἰσω[. ab ns av nuepas] 


Col. 2. παρομολογηθηι [em της] mparews ev ἡμέραις Δ κατα 
πενθημίεϊρον [του ἐεπιϊβαλλοντος τουτων δε Τα συμβίολα) 
τεθησεταῖι ah ns αν nylepas ληφθηι εἶν] ἡμέραις [-] 
ἐπι της βασιλικῆς τραπεζὴς μετ ἀναγραφῆς εἐσῴρα 

5 γισμενα ὑπὸ [Twv... ων καὶ Tov τραπεζτου ovros ὃ[ε] 
προσθη[σεῖται εἰν τοις μη]νι[ε]ιοις το καθεν των συμβίολων] 
εὐσήμως [ο]σα [emt των υἹποθηκων ἐστιν καὶ τὴν ..[.. 

Aa 
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Io 


15 


Col. 3. 


Io 


15 


Col. 4. 


5 


βεβαιωτί. . Kae οσας εκασ͵ΐτοι εἰς THY βεβαιωσιν 


υποθηκας Ϊ. 6... eee ] δεδωκασιν καὶ των εἰ[λ]ηφοίτων) 
τα διεγγυημίατα τας .. Πγραφας ore επεσκεμμευίαι) 

εἰσιν kali] εἰσιν αξ. . « «ο΄ Ἰθους ὡς εαν τι απ[ολιϊπωσίι. 
Kk .. 7 καθηκον The... eee ee Joow [...... Ἰτεισονίτ. .] 

τοις ὃ] avamA[npovot τας] wylas.. ssc ee eee eee εν ] 
deveadarareeca en ] συμβολα [.....- i Reronenees 

επιμελίητης Kat o....|Kal... 66. γρα]μματευϊ9] 

και ανοισίουσιν ἐπι τὴν βασιλικην τραπεζαν] 

[ols ὃ αν αλλίως οἰκονομησηι ἢ ....«.ττὐὐ νειὰ ] 

[-] περι ταῦτα Kol....... 050 αποτεισει] 


εἰς TO βασιλικὸν καθ εκαστον αδικημα A ε 

και προς τον διοικητὴν καταποσταλήσεται μετὰ φυλακὴης 
εἐαν ὃε τινες ἀνευ τῆς των προγεγραμμένων γνωμὴης 
διεγγυησωσιν τα ληφθεντα ὑυπαρξει εἰς THY εγληψιν 
και avayKacOnoeTat προσδιεγγυαν Tov παρομολογήθεντος 
eav ὃε οἱ λαβοντες Ta συμβολα τῆς διεγγυησεως μὴ 
[ἐπαν]ενεγκωσιν ent τὴν τραπεζαν αποτεισουσιν 
[εκαϊστου συμβολου εἴκαστος αὐτων Aa 

κίαι ουθ]εν ἡσσον αναγκ[α᾽σθησονται αποκαταστησαι 

Ta συμβολα εἰς την ἰτ]ραπεζαν 

cay δε τινες των κατασχοντων Tas ὠνὰς μὴ διεγγυὴ 
σωσιν εν τωι ὠρισμενωι χρονωι επαναπραθησονται 


dots at wvat κίαι εἶαν τι αφευρεμα γενηται tpayOnoovrar 
Tapaxpnua τοις ὃε βουλομενοις ὑυπερβαλλειν μετὰ TO τον 
θαλλον δοθηναι εξεσται εν αὑτωι τωι πρατήριωι οὐκ ε 
[Aac|oovos δε των [εἸπιδεκατων 

[οι 8] ἐγλαβοντες Tas ὠνὰς ποιήσονται Ta ἀποπραματα 
μετα tov [οικονομου] Kat του βασιλικου γραμματεως 

[και] o mapa [τουτων] κατασχοντες eyyvous καταστησοῦυσιν 


τοις προγεγραμμενοις a ov λογισθησεται τοις TeAwvats 
εἰς τα δι avTwy κατασταθησομενα διεγγυηματα 
οιἰκονομηθησεται δε και Ta τουτων συμβολα τον avToV 
τροπον at ὃ αναφοραι μερισθησονται THs μεν ζυτηρας 
τῆς χειμερινης εἐξαμηνου λογιζομενου Tov pyvos 
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10 


15 


20 


Col. 5. 


Io 


18 


εξ ἡμερων ‘de τῆς δε θερινης εξ ἡμέρων κε 

των ὃ αλλων wvey εκ TOV κατὰ λογον των ὑπαρχουσων 
μέχρι του aL εαν μὴ emt τινων ἀλλο τι λυσιτελέστερον 
συνχωρηθηι emt τῆς πράσεως τοις ὃ εγλαμβανουσιν 

Tas ὠνὰς μεταδοθησεται ὑπὸ τῶν προπραγματεὺυ 

ομενων Ta γενήματα τῶν προεληλυ(ζθυ)θυιων ἡμερων 
μετα χειρογραφιας ορκου βασιλικου 


o δε διαλογισμος THs εγληψεως συαταθησεται προς avTous 
κατα μῆνα εκ τῶν πιπτοντων ETL τὴν τραπεζαν 


των δε προς γενήματα διοικουμενων ὁ μεν χείρισμος 

εἐσται δια των παρα των βασιλικων γραμματεων συνχειρι 
ουσιν ὃς και οἱ Tapa τῶν οἰκονόμων καὶ οἱ τελωναι 

o δε λογος της προσοδου γραφησεται προς τους τελωνας 
προς τραπεζαν και Ta διεγγυηματα ενε[χ]υρασθήσεται 

προς τα οφειληθησομενα προς τον χείρισμον των γενή 

ματων τα δε συναχθησομενα διαγραφησετα[ι] εἰς το βασιλικον 


ακολουθως τοις ὑπάρχουσι περι τουτων προσταγμασι 
και χρηματισμοις 


τοις ὃ αναπληρωσουσιν τας ὠνὰς δοθησεται οψωνια 

ἐανπερ ἐκπληρωσωσιν και καθεστακοτες Ta διομολο 
διεγγυηματα 

γηθεντα tou AF x ὁ προσδιαγραψοῦσιν εκτος τῆς 

εἶγληψεως οἱ δε παρα τῶν τοπογραμματεων καθεστα 

μενοι προς τε TOUTOLS και τοις αἀλλοις χειρισμοις κριθη 


και 
σονται ὑπὸ των βασιλικὼν γραμματεων εἰς χέρα δε 


ovdevt ovdev δωσουσιν εἰ δε pn οὐ παραδεχθήησεται 
avtois τοις ὃ ἐγλαβουσι εξακολουθησει Ta υποκειμενα 
προστιμα 


των d¢ καταβολων συμβολα λαμβανετωσαν Tapa Tov 
τραπεζιτου υπογραφας ἐχοντα Tapa τῶν επακολοῦυ 
θουντων εαν ὃ αἰλλ]ως οἰκονομωσιν αἀκυροι avTots ἐσονται 


αι δοσεις 


των ὃε προς αργυΐρ]ιον ὠνων προσδιαγραψουσιν adayny 
ὡς τῆς μνας τ τε [0] και καταγωγιον f και τιμὴν 
Aaz 
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σπυριδων Kat TAA ανηλωματα afc wot εἰναι BS 

Kal των πρὸς χαλκον toovopulov] ζυτηρας μὲν Xwpis τῆς 
20 ὑποκειμενῆς εἰς τὴν επισκευὴν δραχμῆς a και εἰς TO 

καταγωγίον αλλας [ ]8 WOT εἰναι y 


Col. 6. τῶν δε λοιπων wywy τῶν πρίος XaAKoY toovomor] 
χωρις των amo Tov χειρισμοῦ [,. 2... ee eee eee ] 
και εἰς τιμὴν σπυριδων και ταλλ ανηλίωματα Κ' 1] 
ἐαν δε τινες τῶν τελωνων πλείους ὠνΐας εγλαβωσι] 
5 και εν τισιν μὲν επιγενημα ποιωσιν εν [Tio ὃ ελλι] 


πωσιν αντιλογισθησεται Ta επιγενημαίτα .. .... «- i} 
χωρις Tov EyKUKALOV OTOL aY..... ι Kat amo... ee ee ] 
μὴ προσδιεγγυησωσιν του οφειληματος τουΐ. . . « « eee ees ] 


αι ὠναι επαναπραθησονται Tov εὑρίισκοντος κίαι To opel] 
το λῆμα Kat To αφευρεμα πραχθησονται τοις ὃ αγ[απληρουσι] 

Tas wvas ου[θ]εις μεθεξει πλὴν των επι τηΪ- «««.«. 

συνκαταγραφησομενων εαν δε παρα ταῦτα πἰοιησωσιν) 


0 τε μεταδους αποτεισει επιτιμον AK καὶ ὁ [.......]} 


θεων 
λαβων Ak cay δε τινες προς Tas εἐγληψεις οφε[ιλωσιν] 


15 ἢ mpagis εσται εξ evos καὶ εκ παντων ατελη ὃΪ. « - «« +l 
ews Tov aL εαν δε τινεῖς ατ]ελειαι διδῳ[ντ]αι υποί. « «- «««- ] 
χωρις των ὑπαρχουσων To καθῆκον τελος παραδείχθησεται) 
εκ των ανενηνεγμενων γενήματων ews Tov α[[- 
ἐαν ὃε τις απὸ των υπαρχουσων αναληφθη πρ[ο]σαχθ[ησεται) 

20 Ta καθήκοντα τελὴ THL εἐγλήμψει καὶ av[e... +e. eee 
παραγενομένου ἡ δυναμεις απίοστ]ειλαντοῖς .. 6... «Ὁ 
κρινηται ἐπαναπωϊίλ]εισθαι τας ὠνὰς nlp. e see e eens πὲ 


Col. 7. Ἰνεικος 
μενα εν αὑτοῖς 


] 
Ἰῳσονται 
Ἰθησονται 


υἱπαρχουσαν 

Ἰ εν τοῖς μετὰ 

Ἰται εἰς τὰ 

ves μη oer 
10 ot THY ὠνΐην eyAaBovTes 
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15 


20 


Col. 8. 


Io 


15 


20 


Ἰνες σαν 

Ἰγμενων 

Ἰ εν tH τουτων 
umalpyovow εν τοῖς 


] 
| 


KL@ κατὰ TOUS 


eyAaBwor 

| ὑπερ 

] 

Jevra 

Ἰται 
ep nuepas δίεκα. .......Ὁ των τιμησεων [kata To δια] 
γραμμα ποιίησονται καθ [nuelpay τὰς εκθεσεῖις εν τοις] 
τελωνιοις [ομοιως] de και προς τίους avriyplapeas..... ] 


[οἱυκ εμφανιζοντες του [ηγορ]ακοτος To ογομα Kat δια [των] 
τραπεζιτων προς τηι τίραϊπεζηι emt τας δια Tov δια 
γραμματος δηλουμενας [nulepas δεκα και age τῆι δεκαίτηι] 
ἡμέραι Tapapevovot ews τῆς εἐσχατῆς wplals τῆς nuepals] 
eav ὃ υπερβολιον eveotyknft] ews του AvO[nvalt οἱ δὲ τραΐπε] 
Cirat ανοισουσιν eu μεν rats [κ]αθ ἡμεραν εφ[η]μερισιν 

ἐπι τῆς διαγραφης Tov τελουΐς οτΊι εκκειται εἰς ὑπερβοϊλιον) 
ev δε τοις μηνιειοις το καθεν [των] ἐπι Tas δεκα ἡμερ[ας] 


εἐκκειμενων εαν ὃ επι.. evi... ply εἐκτεθηι nde τίωι] 
διοικητηι και τωι επιμελη[τη)] παραχρημί[α) aveve[y] 
κωσιν πραχθήσονται εκαστοῦ ἴ. . . ματος tTlo.......| 


μενον TeAos πενταπλουΐν εαν ὃ] οἱ τελω[ναι κ͵ᾳι οἱ ἀντί] 
[γραϊφεις μη ποιωσιν κ[αθως] προγεγραπται καταποσταλη 
[σον]ται προς τον διο[ικ]ητίην μεῖτα φυλακης και τα ιδια 
αὐτίων ανα[λ]ηφθηΐσε͵ται εἰς το βασιλικον οὑτως yap τωι τε 


ER Bie ov] στερηθησονται Tov τοιουτου. 


[ 
[βασιλ]ει to δείον] εσται οἱ τε βουλομενοι κτησασθαι TL των KaLws 
[ 


At Professor Lumbroso’s suggestion I revised the text of this 
papyrus in Notices et Extraits by a study of the original in September, 
1894. Several corrections of the numerous inaccuracies found in the 
Paris editors’ text have already been published by Lumbroso, Revillout, 
and Wilcken in various books or articles, and the last-named in August 
1895 most generously placed at my disposal his unpublished copy of 
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the text made several years ago. Where I have adopted his readings in 
preference to my previous ones, I have recorded the fact in the notes. 
Most of the papyrus has been explained by Lumbroso in the eighteenth 
chapter of his admirable Recherches. 1 confine my notes to points on 
which we have new suggestions to make, or on which the Revenue 
Papyrus throws light. 

[1.] 1. Cf. Rev. Pap. [57] 3 and note on [53] 18. Whether πωλουμεν 
be right or not, I think this papyrus was issued in the king’s name. 

to aL is a great puzzle. The universal practice of the Ptolemies, so 
far as we know, was to count the period between their accession and the 
beginning of the civil year, Thoth 1st, as their first year. Therefore if 
ets To aL coincides with εἰς δωδεκαμήνον καὶ Tas ἐπαγομενας ἡμέρας, not only 
is the first year of this sovereign a full year, but the papyrus seems to be 
written before the first year had begun. Revillout (R. E. vi. 154) has 
tried to solve the difficulty by supposing that the first year applies to 
the second Cleopatra, ἡ ἀδελφή, who on his theory ousted Euer- 
getes IT in the fortieth year of his reign, but decided not to begin the 
computation of her own reign before the next Thoth 1st. The difficulty 
however of supposing that the sovereign did not begin his or her reign 
at once is equally great whether the preceding sovereign was dead or 
whether he was only exiled, and with regard to the particular year 
suggested by Revillout there is the further difficulty that a Theban 
papyrus (A. E. F. pap. 19) and an inscription (Strack. Mitth. K. Deutsch. 
A. I. in Ath. 1894, p. 230) are dated in the forty-first year of Euergetes II. 
I am inclined therefore to doubt whether εἰς to aL really coincides with 
εἰς dwoexaunvoy, especially as the starting-point of the tax is not, in accord- 
ance with the conjecture of the Paris editors, accepted by Revillout, azo 
Θωθ ew]s Μεσορη, but probably azo μην]ος Mecopn, cf. Rev. Pap. [57] 4; 
and I would suggest that by ‘the first year’ is meant only Mesore and 
the emayouevar npepat, the rest of the δωδεκαμηνον falling in the second 
year. It is not impossible that a reference to the second year is lost in 
the lacuna at the beginning of line 2. In any case there must have been 
an exceptional cause for Mesore being the starting-point, as Wilcken 
remarks ; cf. note on Rev. Pap. l.c. 

4. Possibly δικαιως, cf. [8] 19. 

6. Perhaps πραγματευσεσθα])ι. νομους: cf. note on Rev. Pap. [21] 11. 
διαγραμματα : cf. notes on Rev. Pap. [89] 1 and [78] 1. διορθωμεθα: i.e. 
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διορθωματα, cf. Rev. Pap. [57] 1. From the way in which these classes 
are mentioned, it would seem that the papyrus is not included in any one 
of them, and if so, I should suggest it is a προγραμμα, cf. Rev. Pap. [87] 6. 
But in [8] 5 there seems to be a cross-reference to another passage in 
the papyrus as a διάγραμμα, though that would not show that the whole 
document was a διάγραμμα, for διαγραμματα are scattered up and down 
the νομος emt Tye ελαικηι, Cf. Rev. Pap. 39. 1 note. 

g. The meaning appears to be, as M. suggests, that the tax-farmers 
were to fill up the list of μέτοχοι, not passing over any person who 
was liable (vmoAoyos) to be called upon to serve as τελωνης, cf. [5] 3 
where οἱ ἀναπλήρουντες receive a special οψωνιον, and note on Rev. Pap. 
[34] 4. 

13. Cf. Rev. Pap. [84] 2, [56] 14-15, where the security has to be 
only one-twentieth greater. 

14. In this papyrus we find the βασιλικος γραμματεὺς associated with 
the oeconomus, no longer the ἀντιγραφεὺς, as in the Rev. Pap., cf. [8] 18, 
[4] 16-17. The antigrapheus is not mentioned in L. P. 62, though 
αντιγραφεις are associated with the tax-farmers in [8] 15. Cf. [8] 3, 
where I conjecture avruypapeas, though it is not clear whether these are 
the same persons as those mentioned in [8] 15, and see note on Rev. 
Pap. [8] 2. 

τό. The Paris editors read wemtw[kev....... αλλων (sic), but there is 
nothing to justify we or ἀλλων in the facsimile, so that if these letters 
ever existed here, they disappeared long ago. But ad ys av ἡμέρας is 
required by παρομολογηθηι .. . εν nuepats A, cf. [2] 3, Rev. Pap. [84] 3 and 
[53] 6, and following [84] 4 I should suggest some phrase like ras δὲ 
καταγραφας ποιήσονται των χρημα͵των. 

[2.] 5. Perhaps [εγγυ]ων. 

6. μηνιειοις : cf. [8] 11. 

7. I was unable to decipher the mutilated letters after τὴν. Wilck. 
reads them ἐσ", i.e. ἐσο[μενην], accepting the reading BeBawo[w in the 
next line. The papyrus however seemed to me to have βεβαιωτί. 

The Paris editors read em]: των ὑποθηκων, but there is no trace of 
u των in the facsimile. 

9. εἰληφοτων: cf. [3] 6. M. suggests των ovovwy for the lacuna. 

10. Perhaps καταγραφας, cf. Rev. Pap. [34] 4. 


11. απολιπωσι, cf. pap. Zois i, το ἀπολειπον. 
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12. wow I owe to Wilcken; the meaning is clearly that the sureties 
are to be men of substance able to make up any deficiency left by the 
tax-farmers. 

13. Cf. [1] 9 and note on [5] 3. 

14-16. Probably δωσουσι]ν, cf. [8] 6-7 εαν δε οἱ λαβοντες Ta συμβολα 
μὴ [επαν]ενεγκωσιν emt τὴν τραπεζαν. The conjectural restoration of 16 
occurred to me since I had seen the original, and I do not know whether 
τραπεζαν suits the vestiges of letters visible at the end of the line which 
in the facsimile may be almost anything. 

17. ovxovoynone: cf. [5] 14. 

18. Probably κατα to προγραμμα or whatever the title of the papyrus 
was. 
[8.] 9. κ[αι: Wilcken. 

11. κατασχοντων: cf. Jos. A. J. xii. 4. 10 εἴκοσιν ἔτη καὶ δύο τὰ τῆς 
Συρίας τέλη . .. κατασχών. 

14. Cf. Rev. Pap. [2] 1 note. 

17. αἀποπραμα: cf. Rev. Pap. [18] τό. 

[4.] 1. τοῖς προγεγραμμενοῖς : i.e. the oeconomus and basilicogram- 
mateus, [3] 18; cf. [1] 14. 

7. M. suggests καταλογον as one word. 

8. The number of the year here might be ὃ, ὃ and a often resembling 
each other closely, but in the other cases it is certainly a. 

15. προς γενήματα was seen by Wilcken and Mahaffy to be two words, 
and opposed to των πρὸς ἀργυριον ὠνων and τῶν προς χαλκὸν tocovoyoy in 
[5] 16-19. The απομοιρα was in the third century B.C. partly a πρὸς 
γενηματα ὠνη, but subsequently became an ὠνῇ πρὸς χαλκὸν toovopon, 
cf. note on Rev. Pap. [87] 19, and App. iii. 

19. προς τραπεζαν implies, as M. suggests, that the receipts of the tax- 
farmers were to be credited to them in money, and that the securities 
would be held in trust pending the ‘handling of the crops.’ Cf. Rev. 
Pap. [34] ro note. 

21. διαγραφησεται: cf. note on Rev. Pap. [34] 14. 

[5.] 3. As M. suggests, οἱ αναπλήρουντες are those who offer to fill up 
the list of farmers or undertake to obtain reAwvas and eyyvo. If they 
were successful, they were to receive a commission of Io per cent., but 
they were not allowed to offer a person money if he would join in the 
wun (εις Xepa οὐθενι ovdev δωσουσι). If they offered money, their recom- 
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mendation was rejected. This is more satisfactory than taking οἱ ava- 
πληρουντες as equivalent to οἱ ἐγλαβοντες, meaning the tax-farmers who 
fulfilled the terms of the contract. For in that case we should have to 
suppose that all reAwva: might receive an owwviov besides the επιγενημα, 
but cf. Rev. Pap. [12] 13, [31] 14, and [89] 14 notes. These passages 
show that the payment of anything besides the emyeynua was then quite 
exceptional, and it is unlikely that the tax-farmers would obtain more 
favourable terms in the second century B.C. than in the third. If M.’s 
explanation is correct, the difficulty of obtaining tax-farmers and sureties 
had become serious. Cf. note on Rev. Pap. [84] 4. 

16. The premium on silver at this period was therefore 10,8; per cent., 
100 drachmae in silver being equivalent to 11035; drachmae πρὸς χαλκον, 
cf. App. ii (5), where the rate of exchange is not very different, and 
App. iii pp. 198-200 and 214-216, 

[6.] 6. Wilcken suggests αὐτοῖς. Cf. Rev. Pap. [17]. 

7. av: Wilcken. 

11. overs: Mahaffy. At the end of the line Wilcken suggests em 
τὴ s Tpacews. 

13. Perhaps [7apa]AaBwv. 

14. θεων in another hand seems to have no reference to the subject 
of the papyrus. 

15. There are here three regulations concerning exemptions from 
taxation ; (1) areAn ὃ (eoTw or peverw?) ews τοῦ aL, stating that the 
existing areAevat would continue as before: (2) 16-18, stating that if any 
new exemptions were granted ὑπο [ του βα(σιλεως)}, an equivalent allow- 
ance would be made to the tax-farmers from the produce already 
collected: (3) 19-20, stating that if any of the existing ατελειαι were 
confiscated, the tax would be added to the sum which the tax-farmers 
had contracted to pay. 20-22 are obscure, but apparently refer to the 
tax being put up to auction again under certain circumstances. 

[8.] 1. The Paris editors read dexa [το] υπερβοΐλιον τω ]ν τιμήσεων. 
There is no trace of περβο in the facsimile, and there is not room for 
νυπερβολιον and των. Perhaps v[ ep Tw |v. 

2. The subject of ποιήσονται is probably the oeconomus and basilico- 
grammateus, cf. [1] 14 note, and Rev. Pap. [14] 4 note. Perhaps πρὸς 
τοις τελῶνιοις, Cf. line 5 προς rye τραπεζηι, but in line 3 πρὸς has the 
accusative not dative, and the accusative is the natural construction. 

Bb 


186 APPENDIX I. 


5. The ‘ten days mentioned in the διαγραμμα᾽ may be a reference to 
the ten days in line 1; cf. note on [1] 6. 

14. [ovoluaros, i.e. ‘item,’ suggested by the Paris editors, hardly fills 
the lacuna. There is not room for [αδικηήματος, cf. [8] 1. 

19. If βασιλΊει is correct, it is another argument against Revillout’s 
theory that the ‘first year’ refers to Cleopatra, cf. [1] 1 note. καιως 
seems to be a mistake for δικαίως. 

20. Possibly ἀγοραζοντων, cf. [1] 3. 
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SOME NEW PETRIE PAPYRI. 


Σιμαριστου δ΄ δια γραμματεζω .] 
ΛΦαρμουθι ιβ ἜΣ. θγ᾽(β’ 
Παχωνς x¢ ᾿Δυξεβ΄ 


Παυνι κθ ἼἌΣμαβ᾽' 
5 Enea y χλθβ' 
See ἴαλλα ὙἨὙΣκηγίβ' 
kK ᾽Ἄτοεβ' 


Αμμων... We. γίβ' 


1. See note on [24] 9. 


2. (xx). 
[βασιλεύοντος Πτολεμαιου)] του Πτολεμαιου cwrnpios] 
[erous .. eh tepews...... | του Λᾳιστου.. 
[ἀλεξανδρου καὶ θεων αἸδελφων κανηφορου Αρσἰινοης] 
[Φιλαδελφου.......... μηδα Διὸ KO δου. of... ee eee | 
Ἰς φιλωνι) 

ἘΠῚ οι ζοροω Mas God wats sere’ [...)] Σωσιφανει ag[........ 
[ομνυω ....««τὐὐ eee Ἰς βασιλεα Πτολεμαῖον kale β]α[σι] 
ἰλισσαν Ἀρσινοην θ'εους αδελφου" τους τί... «. ] 
ΡΤ oe Siete Jets ὑπο Tov προς TH ανἷ..... ] 

Wie cictitneds heer aa ccd κεν τὶ plepidos Ta χωματικα πραγμα 

τὸ [Τὰ τους opapolka ovre avtos νοσφειουσθᾳι [.. . 
[πλοβεςφριον πον ose τοῦς ] οὐδεν Ge ηιτινιουν εαν [...| 
[ose aneGee penta ο συντελειν σοι αὐθημερον ἡ τηι [vore] 


ΒΡ 2 
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0 
Πρ νον" we psa. ]εν τωι λιμνιτηι γραψεσαι [. ὧν 
[Ξε ρθον ροῦν τὸς ]xa των πραγμα[τίων εἰς το βασίιλι) 
ΤῊ ΉΨΨΨΕΕ ae Ἰζσθαι τωι βασιλει opk[..... ] 
ο 
[...  .... πραγμἸ]ατευμενους τον av'........ ] 
eee 
[poe 2 ee wee w]e. patevov . as τῶι ορίκωι.. .. 


1. The formula shows that this papyrus cannot be older than the 
twenty-seventh year, cf. Rev. Pap. [1] 1 and Introd. pp. xix sqq. 

2. After -rov are two letters like ηι. 

3. The number of letters which may be lost at the end of the line 
is not quite certain. The writing is extremely faint throughout. 

6. Cf. Wilck. Akt. xi, and P. P. xlvi (6). There’is not much doubt 
that this papyrus is a written βασιλικὸς opxos; see lines 15, 17, and cf. 
[27] 6 note. 

10. Apparently νοσφιεισθαι is intended. Cf. [27] 11. 

13. ev τωι λιμνίτηι : perhaps the Fayoum, cf. [31] 12, note and [71] 
11 note. The subject of the papyrus is connected with the building 


of the dykes for reclaiming land from the lake, cf. Cleon’s correspondence 
in P. P. 


Ηρακλειδης .... ει χαιρειν 

μετρῆσαι τοις υπογεγραμμενοις γεωργοις 

δια τῶν κωμαρχων KaL κωμογραμματεων 

δανειον εἰς TOY σπόρον τοῦ KpOTwYOS 
5 ἐν τῶι κεῖ. aya τοις εκφοριοις κροτωγος 

εκ τοῦ KOL εἰς ὃε TOUTO ETL. ....- 

πληθος και συμβολον παρᾳσχ. .. προς... 

eppwoo L κε Αθυρ a (or A) 

εἰς Βερενικιδα δια κωμαρχων KpoTwyos..... παρα 
10 Dp εσθεουτος καὶ τῶν ἀλλων KpoTwvos....... 

CDi remit τοῦ aha καρπωνθιου κροτωνος .... 


1. The papyrus was covered with a thick coating of plaster and 
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the ink is extremely faint; the ends of the lines are for the most 
part illegible. Cf. the regulation concerning the distribution of seed 
in [43] 3 note. 

7. Perhaps mapacyes προς ee. 

8. The twenty-fifth year belongs to Philadelphus or Euergetes. 


4. (Ε΄). 
εκ ἀπ’ eres φυλ]ακιτων 
fp. 2. 2... νον επισίτατου φυλακιτων 
““ του Χοιαχ και Τυβι tov qb 
[ws τοῦ] μηνος χὰ τ Ε Xx Kat wore Ap... (ὧι 


8 [φυλαϊκιτηι τὴς Πολεμωνος μεριδος ws Tov pyvos π 
χα Ἰρξ και wore Aw..... tae τῆς Θεμιστου 
[ws Tov μηνος ν χὰ ρ και wote Βιωνι τῆς Ηρακλειδου 
ἵμεριδος)] ὡς τοῦ pnvos μ χαλ π και ὠστε 


[παν β κεν Ἰι τῆς μικρας λιμνῆς ὡς Tov μῆνος ἃ χὰ E 
FO νυ σῳ ἐὰ | καὶ wore εφοδοις τοις ἀκολουθουσι τωι 

Risaes ον ἢ τούτων φ[υλ]ακιτων over A οψωνιον 

[stat dikes «ἡ exacrov[.. .] χὰ € kat wore τοις 

ἈΠ Saabs | μηνος ovat KE νὴ 

[er RGAE) τρῶν ἠνρβοῦ, Seance renin dee ] Kat wore τοις ἀκολου 

[Pov vrs κατυ σφ ες ] Kat wore τοις ἀκολου 
15 OUST δ. ενώ τῶν ete een arate tetas ] αὐτου TK Kat 

ldvwisrackug Ὁ τ φιενν τ e wb Be φῶς | τοις Aynvopt 


3. The eighth year may belong to either the third, fourth or fifth 
Ptolemy. 

4. Judging by the comparatively Jow numbers of the drachmae, they 
are probably on the silver standard but πρὸς χαλκον, cf. Rev. Pap. [40] 
and App. iii pp. 196-8. If pepidos after Θεμίστου is understood, not 
written out, about five or six letters are lost at the beginning of lines 
3-10. wore: cf. Rev. Pap. [€0] 21 note. 

5. ws tov pnvos: cf. Rev. Pap. [12] 15. 

9. λιμνης: M. Cf. P. P. xiii (5) 3, where a μικρα λιμνη is mentioned. 

10. εφοδοις : cf. Rev. Pap. [10] 1 note. Here they are probably the 
inspectors of the dykes. 
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5. 
(2) Col. 1. Col. 2. 
Ἰωπ 
JAvofs μοΐ 
Ἰγβ' Jue ωιβ(β1 
ἸΣκβίβ' Kat προς χαλκον KO [aly nf Σὸ 
5 Jel ο ανα ἢ φξ 
ΨΣκγι.γ(β’ 5 λε ava [C/] SEBS 
Ky ava € pra 
| 2 “με pup ΕΑρνζ / 
| Σν αι apyvpiov ᾿Αμγ7 
[γινεται Ἰυνὴ 
το [AdLy ja” = 36 γίνεται με ᾿Αμδίβ' σπκα᾿Ατκθ 
[κς β΄ ] ρξ Io σὺν δε τοις προς αργύριον Ra 
Avot f= 
[ywerat apylupiov TABS — και olvov περιειναι φῆς γ' 
(6) 
μηΐ ava 
ληΐ ανα 
vg βΊ ανα 
ρκγεῖ ανα νῶν 
8 σ᾽ falva > AS 
γινετίαι με] tres” ἾΤυκθο 
at αργυϊριου]) TGa—c 
we 
γινετίαι με] "AyaweLd’ As Ἐτέδ, -- 
συν] δε τοις] πρὸς ἀργυριον Ad ᾿᾽ΑΤβ7.-- 
10 [kas περιειναι] οινοῦυ ψλβδ' 
Ἰτοις Αθιασυλου vp By’ 
] pra καὶ. δ΄ 
(¢) 
[ ἐπ} ava ι υἱ.. 
ἰρπφι β᾽μ8 ἀνα ‘AvgB/'= 


n 
[OL {β΄ ] ανα θ pos 
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Io 


15 


(ἣ 


To 


[ι |] ava wa ρι 
(vd |] ava Of paf 
[us ] ανα 6= ρμθ-Ξ 
[AB. | ava (—c raf. 
fo] wef Ef 
[u ] ανα ζ ογ7 
[β΄ Ἰ ava η---Ὁ ef 
[ζ΄ ] ανα ε raf— 
[un 1 ava (= ρλεξ 
le |] ava > A 
[? Me canes ]Twoa—c 
[ae apyvpiov PTr9e/—e 
[γινεται Jue φοδβ΄ ᾿Δυξβ7 
και wy τριτηΐ 
/ Bl 
κεραμου poeL 
ἐψηματος Oy’ 
ap wy πεπραΐται 
προς ἀργύριον pe [ 
tyy ava, ι pay= 
ὃ [αν] 9θ AS 
vnly(p’ [aval ἢ Trva= 
KOL [ava] = pod f 
dd favel ¢ Σλη 
ιζ fava] ¢f—c pidif—c 


(a) 1. These fragments which all belong to a papyrus of the third 
century B.C., are probably accounts of an oeconomus or antigrapheus. 
They relate to metretae of wine received as taxes and sold, cf. [84] 10 


note, payment being made in copper or silver. 


They are for the most 


part in three columns, the first containing the number of the metretae, 
the second the rate at which the metretae were sold, the third the total 
The sums are added up at the bottom of each list, and where 
the payments had been made in copper, the sum is converted into the 
equivalent amount of silver. 


amounts. 
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Dismissing for the moment col. 1 which is too fragmentary for any 
conclusion to be drawn from it alone, I proceed to col. 2 about which 
there is no doubt. The account in lines 3-8 is as follows— 


24 metretae at 8 dr. 3 obols (προς χαλκον) 204 drachmae 
70 Ἶ » 8dr. 560 ἀ 
35 " » 7 dr. 3 obols 262 dr. 3 obols. 
23 ᾿ » 5dr. 131 dr. 
152 metretae 1157 dr. 3 obols 
which are in silver 1043 dr. 3 obols. 


It will be noticed that in line 6 the multiplication is incorrect, since 
the number of drachmae should be 115, but the addition is correct. 
1157 dr. 3 obols in copper were therefore equivalent to 1043 dr. 3 obols 
in silver. On this use of αἱ meaning ‘which are equivalent to’ cf. 
Leipzig pap. 8 F 32, and on the importance of this for the coinage 
question see App. iii, The average price of these metretae was 
a little under 7 silver drachmae each, cf. [31] 4 note. The average 
in line 9, 104474; metretae for 7328 dr. 3 obols, is a little over 7 dr. for 
each metretes. In lines 5, 6, &c. L means ἢ. 

(ὁ) is a similar list of metretae sold πρὸς χαλκον, the total in lines 6-7 
being 385% metretae for 3428 dr. $ obol, which is in silver 3091 dr. 
1} obols. The grand total in line 8 is 4785? (corrected to 4810) metretae 
for 41964 dr. 4 obols, i.e. about 8 dr. 4 obols each. 

(c) is a similar list; a number of metretae are sold for 3791 dr. 
1% obols, which is in silver 3399 dr. 44 obols. Total 5742 metretae 
for 4462 dr. 3 obols, i.e. a little over 72 drachmae each. 

In (4) the metretae are.sold πρὸς apyvpiov, the average being about 
8 drachmae, since far the greatest number is sold at that price. 

To return to (a), in col. 1 lines 10 and 11 obviously refer to metretae 
sold for 6 drachmae each, the totals being 209 and 160 drachmae, and 
we should expect line 12 to be the sum of these two lines, cf. lines 7-9. 
But in place of 369 drachmae, we have 332 dr. 4 obols. Probably the 
prices in 10 and 11 were πρὸς χαλκον, and the writer has given the 
equivalent amount in silver without writing down the amount zpos 
xaAxov. The proportion between silver and copper is then very nearly 
the same as in (c). 


APPENDIX III. 


THE SILVER AND COPPER COINAGE OF THE PTOLEMIES. 


δα. Lntroduction. 


I PROPOSE in this Appendix to discuss the evidence available for 
the solution of three questions; (1) what was the normal ratio of 
exchange between a silver and a copper drachma; (2) under what 
circumstances was copper at a discount, and what was the discount; 
(3) what was the ratio of weight between a silver coin and an equi- 
valent amount of copper coins, or what was the ratio between silver 
and copper regarded as coins, and was this the same as the ratio 
between silver and copper regarded as metals? The generally accepted 
authority for the monetary standards and ratios of value in Ptolemaic 
coinage is M. Eugene Revillout, whose famous Lettres ἃ 777. Lenormant 
in the Rev. Egypt. for 1882-3 have been thought to offer a satisfactory 
solution of the difficult problems. The evidence on which he there 
relied consisted partly of demotic papyri, partly of coins. Since then 
however much new evidence has come to light. In 1883 appeared 
Mr. Poole’s monumental Catalogue of the Ptolemaic coins in the British 
Museum, in which we have a classification of the copper coins by 
a numismatist of the first rank. The discovery of the Petrie papyri 
and now of the Revenue Papyrus has revolutionized our knowledge 
of the earlier Ptolemaic period. Lastly Prof. Wilcken has collected 
much valuable information connected with the coinage in his forthcoming 
' Corpus Ostracorum, information which he has most generously placed 
at my disposal. To these, I am told, will shortly be added M. Revillout’s 
long promised J/élanges sur la métrologie et [économie politique, δες. 
Whether he has changed his views in any respects I do not know, 


\ 


though from the fact that he has just republished his Lettres ἃ 
Cc 


194 APPENDIX III, 


M. Lenormant with only a few unimportant alterations, I conjecture 
that he has not. The uncertainty is perhaps regrettable, for the con- 
tention of this essay is that of the conclusions first enunciated by 
M. Revillout in the Revue Egyptologique, re-asserted in his Papyrus 
Bilingue du temps de Philopator (Proc. Soc. Bibl. Arch. 1891-2), and 
now once more asserted in his re-issue of the Lettres, the greater part 
is altogether invalid, and the remainder requires in several cases 
much modification. Side by side with my criticism of M. Revillout’s 
theory, I propose to develop my own theory on the whole problem, 
so far as the available evidence can as yet carry us. And here let 
me say that however much I may have occasion to disagree with 
M. Revillout, no one recognizes more fully than myself that it was 
his elucidation of the signs for the fractions of the drachma in Greek 
papyri, and the evidence from demotic papyri brought by him to 
bear upon the question, which have made any satisfactory solution 
possible. 

The history of Ptolemaic coinage has been divided by M. Revillout 
into three periods; (1) the period of the silver standard from Soter 
to Euergetes; (2) the period of transition, when copper first comes 
into general use in the reigns of Philopator and Epiphanes; (3) the 
period of the copper standard from Philometor onwards. It will be 
convenient to follow this classification, and for the present I pass 
over the evidence of the copper coins, and confine myself to the 
documentary evidence, which, supplemented by the evidence of the 
silver coins, must be the first guide towards forming a satisfactory theory 
concerning the copper coinage, although the ultimate solution of the 
chief problems connected with the standard and ratio must be looked 
for more from the numismatist than from the scholar. 


§ 2. Documentary Evidence for the period of the Silver Standard. 


First then as to the copper coinage of the three earliest Ptolemies, 
what was a copper drachma, and in what relation did it stand to the 
silver drachma? Here we are met at the outset by M. Revillout, 
who arguing from the silence of the demotic papyri on the subject 
of copper maintains that copper was only money of account, used 
merely for paying the fractions of the silver drachma, and that silver 
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was the practically universal coinage. But how little reliance can be 
placed on the silence of the demotic documents was shown both by 
the Petrie papyri, which contain mentions of comparatively large 
sums paid in copper drachmae as far back as the thirty-first year of 
Philadelphus, and by the Revenue Papyrus, which proves that in the 
twenty-seventh year of the same king all the accounts of one of the 
principal revenues in the country, the oil monopoly, were kept in 
copper, the contractors paying the government in copper, [60] 13-15, 
and receiving payments in copper, [40] 9-11 note. 

Copper therefore was largely used in Philadelphus’ time not merely 
in private transactions, but even in official payments to the government. 
In what relation did it stand to silver? The Rev. Pap. shows that 
in the case of the oil monopoly copper was accepted by the government 
from the tax-farmers at its full value. This is the only possible 
interpretation of [60] 13-15 πωλουμεν τὴν ὠνὴν πρὸς χαλκον Kat ληψομεθα 
εἰς τον otaTnpa οβολους xd. From the context either the stater or the 
obols must be copper coins, cf. [76] 4. The silver stater is by far 
the commonest silver coin of the Ptolemaic period, and there is no 
evidence, documentary or numismatic, that there were copper staters. 
The phrase in the pap. C of Leyden, yadxous στατηρειήηους, which has 
been sometimes thought to prove the existence of copper staters, is, 
as M. Revillout has excellently pointed out, quite different from yadxou 
otatnpas, and means ‘copper coins representing staters. Therefore 
in [60] 13 as the staters cannot be copper, and gold staters were worth 
20 silver drachmae, which is clearly unsuitable, they must be silver 
and the obols must be copper. The formula by which the equality 
between silver and copper is here expressed, not ‘6 obols = 1 drachma,’ 
or ‘48 chalci=1 drachma,’ or anything else, but " 24. obols = 1 stater,’ 
is extremely important, because it shows that just as the typical unit 
of silver both here and in [76] 4 is the stater or tetradrachm, by far 
the commonest coin, so the typical unit of copper in both cases is 
the obol, which therefore was probably also a common coin. The 
far-reaching consequences of this formula will appear when I come 
to discuss the demotic papyri of the next period. 

In the case of certain taxes then copper obols were accepted in 
payment of large sums without discount. But there is no mention 
in the Rev. Pap. of the ‘copper drachmae’ which are found in con- 

Cca 
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temporary documents from the Petrie collection. Wherever payments 
in copper are mentioned in the Rev. Pap., the payments are uniformly 
προς χαλκον, i.e. in drachmae on the silver standard paid in copper, 
about which phrase there is no difficulty; but the phrase xaAxov δραχμαι 
does not appear. With regard to the instances of the last phrase in 
the Petrie papyri, is the theory provisionally proposed by Mr. Mahaffy 
to be accepted, that they are ‘copper drachmae’ in the same sense 
as the copper drachmae of the next century which, whatever may 
be their precise ratio of exchange, were worth but a small fraction of 
a silver drachma ? 

There are nine instances of copper drachmae among papyri which, 
whether dated or not, can safely be attributed to the period before 
the great change from a silver to a copper standard took place. These 
are (1) part II. xiii (17), dated the thirty-first year of Philadelphus ; 
(2) xxvi (7), dated the thirty-third year of Philadelphus, where in line 7 
Wilcken reads the original ra yadxov [δρ]ραχμ[ων καθήηκοντα ; (3) xxvi 
(6), dated the eighth year of Euergetes, which has yadx[out.]; (4) 
xxvi (4), dated the eighth year of Euergetes, where in line 8 I read 
xadkoy F A; (5) xliv, written in the reign of Euergetes; (6) xiv (1 δ); (7) 
xxviii; (8) xxxix (4); (9) xxiv (4)1. Of these (2), (3), (4), (8), and (9) 
are too fragmentary to prove anything. With regard to the rest the 
most noticeable fact is that nowhere among them are found the enormous 
sums in copper drachmae which are found in the next century, when 
e g. the price of an ox is 21,000 drachme (L. P. 58, ll. 4-5); and the 
house of Nephoris and the twins is valued at 120 talents of copper 
(L. P. 22, 11. 18-19). In (1) 2313 dr. of copper are paid together 
with 6173 dr. of silver; while in (5) the rent of a farm is 65 dr, of 
copper, apparently for a year. These facts alone would make us sus- 
pect that χαλκου ὃραχμαι at this period are equivalent to the drachmae 
in payments πρὸς χαλκον of the Rev. Pap. For though it may seem 
at first sight that χαλκοῦ ὃραχμαι ought to mean in the third century B.C. 
what they mean in the second, to a Greek of the third century B.C. the 
drachma was essentially a silver coin, and in reality there is much 
less difficulty in speaking of a drachma of copper as a silver drachma’s 
worth in copper than in using it for a ‘copper drachma.’ The question 


* In P. P. part 1, xxiii the large numbers refer not to copper drachmae, but to ναυβια. 
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is however definitely settled by (6), where in lines 3—5 the correct reading 


is πλινθουλκοι οἱ εξειληφοτες ελκυσαι [πλινθου] M wore εἰς THY συντελουμενὴν 


ev Πτολεμαιδι βασι[λικην] xatadvow, exacrns M Fu, χαλκου ΒΕ x. Mr. 
Mahaffy, reading the last letter x, was led to suggest that in this passage 
600 copper drachmae were equivalent to 10 silver. But the κ is certain, 
and therefore the price for dragging 20,000 bricks (including the value 
of the bricks themselves, cf. 14) was 10 dr. χαλκοῦ for each 10,000. 
Now in xii (4) the price of 10,000 bricks is 12 dr., which, as the metal 
is not stated, we should expect to be silver drachmae, and in xiv (1 0) 
the price of 10,000 bricks is 15 dr., χαλκου being erased. The difference 
in the prices depends, as Mr. Petrie suggests, on the distance which 
they have to be carried. But it is absolutely impossible that the price 
of bricks could ever have been 10 copper drachmae per 10,000, if these 
copper drachmae are the copper drachmae of the next century ; and if 
any doubt can still rest on the identity of yadxov δραχμαι at this period 
with payments zpos χαλκον, it is removed by (7). That papyrus contains 
a long list of names with sums of money opposite to them; that these 
sums are copper drachmae is proved by the totals xa(Axov) which occur 
e.g. in [1] 2, and the payments are clearly concerned with oil, which is 
probably sesame oil since cici is only specified in a few instances. 
The whole process of the manufacture and sale of oil is known from 
part C of the Rev. Pap., and there can be little doubt as to the cor- 
rectness of Mr. Mahaffy’s suggestion in P. P. App. p. 5, that this papyrus 
is a list of εἐλαιοκαπηλοι for the Fayoum together with the sums paid 
by them to the contractors, cf. [47] and [48]. Mr. Mahaffy remarked 
that all the sums were multiples of 7, but he might have gone a 
step further, for they are nearly all multiples of 42. If Mr. Mahaffy’s 
explanation of this papyrus is correct, the meaning of this number in 
the light of the Revenue Papyrus is clear. The retail price of a metretes 
of sesame oil and οἷοί was πρὸς χαλκὸν 48 dr., [40], 9, therefore the 
ἐλαιοκαπηλοι must have received the oil from the contractors at a re- 
duction, cf. [48] 13. And, though the retail price may of course have 
altered considerably between the date of the Rev. Pap. and that of 
the P. P. xxix, the correspondence between the number which 
would be expected and the number which is found is strong enough 
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to make it extremely probable that the 42 drachmae yaAxov are the 
price of a metretes paid to the contractors by the καπηλοι, and that 
ἡ drachmae, of which the remaining numbers are multiples, was the 
price of 2 choes. In any case it is hardly possible to suppose that 
the 42 drachmae yadkov are calculated on a standard different from 
the 48 drachmae paid προς χαλκον. 

To sum up the results reached so far, while M. Revillout’s contention 
that in the reigns of the first three Ptolemies there was only one 
standard has been vindicated from objections which might be brought 
from the Petrie papyri, his theory that copper was at this time merely 
money of account, used for the fractions of the drachma, and that 
as late as the time of Philopator all the taxes were paid in silver 
(Pap. Biling. Proc. Soc. Bibl. Arch. Jan. 1892, p. 128), has been shown to 
be erroneous. As far back as the Greek papyri carry us, we find large 
payments being made in copper at its full value, even in payments 
to the government. Moreover the excessive rarity of all Ptolemaic 
silver coins of a smaller denomination than the tetradrachm shows that 
payments of sums less than 4 drachmae must habitually have been 
made in copper. In order to obtain the ratio between silver and copper 
at par, it only remains to discover the normal weight of the obol. 
But as on this point M. Revillout and I are not agreed, I postpone the 
question for the present, and pass to the consideration of the second 
question—under what circumstances was copper at a discount, and what 
was the normal rate of the discount at this period ? 

The all-important authority for this would have been [76] 4-5, but 
the passage is mutilated and the decisive number is lost. Nevertheless 
several conclusions may be drawn from that passage. First the regu- 
lation concerns all banks throughout the country, therefore the rate 
of discount on the copper in question was the same everywhere. 
Secondly, as in [60] 13, the stater and the obol are used as the typical 
silver and copper coins. Thirdly, this copper which was at a discount 
must have been paid into the banks either as payment of a tax πρὸς 
χαλκον, or of a tax which ought to have been paid in silver. But as 
the copper paid into the banks by the contractors for the oil monopoly 
was accepted by the government from them at par, [60] 13-15, it is 
very unlikely that, when the government came to reckon with the 
contractors for the banks, the bankers had to pay on the copper 
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a discount which the contractors for the oil monopoly had escaped. 
Moreover the analogy of the next century, when copper was accepted 
at par (χαλκος tcovouos) in the case of certain taxes and at a discount 
as payment of taxes which ought to have been paid in silver (yaAxos 
ov αλλαγη), makes it practically certain that even in the time of Phila- 
delphus copper was accepted at a discount by the banks on behalf 
of the government in payment of taxes which ought to have been paid 
in silver. 

What has been lost through the mutilation of [76] 4, can however to 
some extent be recovered from other sources. In App. ii. no. 5 there 
are three examples of the conversion of sums paid προς χαλκον into silver 
drachmae. In (a) [2] 7-8 11573 dr. in copper are equivalent to 10433 in 
silver, in (4) 6-7 3429 dr. 3 obol in copper to 3091 dr. 14 ob. in silver, and 
in (6) 14-15 3791 dr. 13 obols in copper to 3399 dr. 44 ob. in silver. The 
discount on copper is in the first two cases approximately 102 per cent., 
in the third 93 per cent. It is noticeable that in the case of these sums 
which refer to wine, probably received by the oeconomus as payment 
of the ἀπομοιρα and sold by him in the open market, cf. [83] 5, [84] 10, 
the rate of discount varies slightly, so that the official rate for the banks 
did not altogether control the rate of exchange in commercial trans- 
actions, although it is not likely that there was ever a considerable 
difference between the official and the private rate of discount. 

Besides this papyrus there is an instance of the rate of discount 
in ostracon 331 of Prof. Wilcken’s Corpus, which records the payment 
of xa(Axov) εἰς καν 7, i. e. ‘80 drachmae of copper at the rate of 264 obols.’ 
The ostracon is dated in the twenty-second year of a Ptolemy who for 
palaeographical reasons must be one of the earlier kings, and as the 
drachmae in question must from the smallness of their number be 
calculated on the silver not on the copper standard, it is far more 
likely that the ostracon belongs to the reign of Euergetes than to that 
of Epiphanes, when copper drachmae usually, perhaps universally, 
meant copper drachmae on the copper standard. The meaning of 
the 264 obols was in the light of [60] 13 and [76] 4 at once obvious 
to Mr. Mahaffy and myself. This copper ‘at the rate of 26} obols’ 
means copper obols of which 26} would be counted as the equivalent 
of a stater, as opposed to the 24 copper obols of the Rev. Pap. accepted 
at par. This explanation is completely corroborated by a hitherto 
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unexplained passage in Pap. Zois I line 33, in which xa εἰς Kev (or 
possibly c, i.e. } obol) is prefixed to the sum which is elsewhere in 
the papyrus called χαλκὸς ov addayn, and these two passages confirm 
the view expressed above, that the obol is the typical copper coin 
just as the stater is the typical silver coin. According to the ostracon 
therefore 261 obols in copper are equivalent to a stater or 24 obols 
in silver, and the rate of discount is 113 per cent., a little higher than 
the rates found in App. ii no. 5. 

Ostr. 329, which belongs to the same reign as Ostr. 331, mentions zpos 
αἀργυρι(οὴν εξηκοντα sc. drachmae. These must be different from 60 dr. 
apyvptov, and probably xadxov is to be supplied, since χαλκὸς προς apyupiov 
occurs in the next century, and, as I shall show, means copper accepted 
at par. 

To sum up the slender evidence available for the rate of discount at 
this period, the most remarkable point is the excessive smallness of the 
premium on silver. For it is possible that from the 10 per cent., which 
seems to have been the normal rate, something ought to be subtracted 
for the carriage and other expenses of the heavier metal, cf. L. P. 62 [5] 
17, so that the real rate of discount may have been even less than 10 per 
cent. In any case it is probable that in many private transactions copper 
passed at its full value, and there is no evidence from the papyri that* 
copper was in the time of Philadelphus and Euergetes a token coinage, 
nor, as I shall show, is there any from the coins. The reign of Soter, 
of whose copper coinage there is no literary and hardly any numismatic 
evidence, will be discussed later. 


§ 3. Documentary Evidence for the period of Transition. 


The demotic papyri of this period show, according to M. Revillout,that 
Philopator was the first Ptolemy who introduced the copper standard of 
120: 1, by which 24 copper ‘argenteus-outens’ or, to give the demotic 
names of the coins their Greek equivalents which have been perfectly 
established by M. Revillout, 480 copper drachmae, were equal to 52; of a 
silver argenteus-outen, or 4 silver drachmae. Silver, he thinks however, 
still remained in Philopator’s reign the principal standard (Pap. Biling. 
1. c. Dec.1891, p. 80) for all Egypt, and in the next reign for the Thebaid, 
so long as it was governed by the insurgent kings, the discovery of 
whom is one of M. Revillout’s most valuable contributions to Ptolemaic 
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history. But for the rest of Egypt at the beginning of Epiphanes’ 
reign, and for the Thebaid when it was reconquered at the end of his 
reign, the copper standard implying payment in copper became uni- 
versal in private transactions and appears even in payments to the 
government. 

Before discussing the demotic papyri of this period, I will consider 
the Greek. Two alone can be certainly assigned to the reign of Philo- 
pator, P. P. xlvii (see Wilck. G. G. A., Jan. 1895) in which the drachmae 
are silver, and the bilingual papyrus in the British Museum commented 
on (l.c.) at great length by M. Revillout. M. Revillout claims that the 
Greek docket of this papyrus confirms his previous theory about the 
standard at this period, and in order to explain certain ‘anomalies’ in 
it builds up what is certainly a most elaborate and ingenious theory. 
Unfortunately, in all the points essential for the question of the coinage, 
M. Revillout has misread the papyrus, of which the correct transcription 
with an autotype is given by the Palaeographical Society, series ii, 143. 
The papyrus has not oxtw διοβολοῦυς, i.e. 8 diobols, but ὀκτὼ δυοβολους 
i.e. 8 (drachmae) 2 obols, the sign for drachma being omitted as so often 
happens on the ostraca; not xaAx(ov) ἡ a(AAayns) τεσσαρας oBodovs, but 
χαλκιαιαν Tecoapas οβολον i.e. ‘for χαλκιαια 4 drachmae 1 obol.’ If it 
is worth while to hazard conjectures about an unknown word like χαλ- 
κιαιαν, possibly it refers to the discount on copper, though on what sum 
is not clear, since the sum for yadxtata is half the 8 dr. 2 obols, which 
was the tax of τς levied on the sale of the farm in question. But in the 
absence of any parallel passage it is useless to found an argument upon it. 

Thirdly, there is P. P. xxxii (1), dated in the eighth year of a Ptolemy 
who on palaeographical grounds was almost certainly neither Phila- 
delphus nor Euergetes, and who, as there is no reason for assigning any 
papyrus in the Petrie collection to the reign of Philometor, was therefore 
Philopator or Epiphanes, with a slight balance of probability, palaeo- 
graphically, for Epiphanes. The question is of some importance since 
the copper drachmae mentioned in the papyrus are unquestionably on 
the copper standard, but cannot be decided unless it should appear that 
the copper drachmae on the copper standard were not instituted before 
Epiphanes’ reign. Fourthly, there is P. P. xxvii. 5, undated, but written 
in avery peculiar hand quite different from the ordinary hands of the 
third century. The papyrus mentions enormous sums in χαλκὸς ἰσο- 
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νομὸς and χαλκος οὐ ἀλλαγὴ which are unquestionably copper drachmae on 
the copper standard, and it is therefore on every ground to be assigned 
to the end of the third century or the beginning of the second. Fifth, 
and most important of all, is P. P. xlvi, dated the second and fourth 
years of Epiphanes, where is found the mention of 2 talents and of 
1 talent 5163 dr. in χαλκὸς πρὸς α(ργυριον), for so Prof. Wilcken rightly 
explains the abbreviation comparing the known use of χαλκὸς προς 
apyvptov elsewhere. It is quite certain that these sums were calculated 
on the copper standard ; and this will be a convenient place for con- 
sidering the meaning of the three difficult phrases χαλκὸς ἰσονομος, ov 
ἀλλαγὴ and προς apyvpiov. The fourth technical term, χαλκὸς εἰς Kev, 
has already been explained. 

It is to Prof. Lumbroso that the credit of elucidating the first two 
terms is due, see Rec. pp. 43-6. He there suggests that the distinction 
between them is purely financial and has nothing to do with two kinds 
of coinage. yadxkos wrovoyos is copper paid in the case of taxes in which 
payment was required in copper and therefore no discount was charged, 
while χαλκος ov aAAayn, copper on which there was a discount, is copper 
paid in the case of taxes which ought to have been paid in silver. This 
perfectly explains the passage in L. P. 62 [5] 16-21, and is confirmed 
by the interchange of xadxos ov addayn with χαλκὸς εἰς κεν, since the 
one explanation suits both terms. M. Revillout however, when he 
was issuing his first edition of the ZLeftres, was not content with this 
view (see Rev. ég. iii. 117). He there suggests that χαλκὸς wrovopos is 
the new copper coinage of Philopator and Epiphanes at the ratio of 
120: 1, while χαλκὸς ov ἀλλαγὴ was the pre-existing copper of Phila- 
delphus and Euergetes, which as it was not ona ratio of 120:1 was at 
a discount. That I am not misrepresenting M. Revillout’s meaning is 
shown by the fact that this view of χαλκὸς wovoyos as a coin is men- 
tioned as his by Mr. Head in his Historia Nummorum, p. 713 note, and 
by Mr. Mahaffy in P. P. part ii. Introd. p.12. This explanation suits 
excellently, and indeed would, if correct, be a strong argument for the 
position which M. Revillout there and elsewhere, as in Pap. Biling. 1. ς. 
Dec. 1891, p. 96, takes up, that a drachma xaAxov wovopov, or copper 
drachma weighing the same as a silver drachma of which it was worth 
τσ, was the invention of Philopator ; but it is quite incompatible with the 
position which he adopts in his discussion of the weights of the copper 


APPENDIX III. 203 


coins, when he speaks of ‘la proportion préexistante’ of 120 to 1 set up 
by Philopator, and makes the identity of weight and value between the 
obol on the silver standard and the 20 drachmae on the copper standard 
the whole basis of his system. The confusion is made worse by the fact 
that in his explanation of ἰσονομὸς in Pap. Biling. \.c. Jan. 1892 he 
returned to the view expressed by Prof. Lumbroso and yet speaks of 
the ‘nouvelle isonomie ’ in the time of Philopator. The fact is that 
M. Revillout has tried to stand alternately upon two contradictory pro- 
positions. Either copper at 120: 1 was instituted by Philopator, or it 
was not. If it was (as M. Revillout says in Rev. ég. iii. 117 and Pap. 
Biling. \.c. p. 96), and the previously existing obols of Philadelphus did 
not weigh the same as the new 20 drachmae pieces of Philopator, then 
M. Revillout has successfully demolished his own theory of the weights 
and the identity of the obol with the 20 drachma piece, which is the basis 
of his theory of 120 to 1 as the ratio between both the value of a silver 
and a copper drachma, and the weight of 120 copper drachmae and 
one silver drachma. On the other hand if M. Revillout elects to stand 
by his weights, he must, to be consistent, renounce his first explanation 
of ἰσονομος as having anything to do with coins, and cease therefore 
to speak of ‘cuivre isonome’ as if it were a special coinage at all. 
Which horn of the dilemma M. Revillout is prepared to choose I do not 
know, for in his recent re-issue of the Lettres he speaks of toovopuos as 
he spoke of it in the first edition of the Leztres when, to judge by his 
article which appeared contemporaneously in the Rev. ég.,he believed 
his own explanation of that term. But as that explanation was fatal to 
his theory of the coinage and is on his own showing contradicted by 
the coins, I shall assume that he now adopts Prof. Lumbroso’s explana- 
tion which is less disastrous to him, and for the present content myself 
with pointing out that the only support from the papyri which might be 
given to his theory that the copper drachma and silver drachma after 
Philopator’s time weighed the same, must be withdrawn. How far the 
theory will stand without this support will be discussed later. 

It is noticeable that scovouos and ov ἀλλαγὴ have not yet been 
found with drachmae on the silver standard, while χαλκος εἰς kev and 
perhaps χαλκὸς προς ἀργύριον are found applied to copper drachmae on 
both standards. Just as xaAxos εἰς kev seems to be the forerunner of 
χαλκος ov adAayn, which usually, though not always, as the papyrus of 
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Zois shows, superseded it, so χαλκὸς πρὸς ἀργύριον seems to be the fore- 
runner of χαλκὸς ἰσονομος, which after the adoption of the copper standard 
became the commoner term. First a term is required in the period of 
the silver standard to be contrasted with χαλκὸς εἰς kev and to mean 
copper which was accepted at par. Secondly the literal meaning of χαλκὸς 
προς ἀργύριον, ‘copper against silver’ (cf. [60] 13 πωλουμεν προς χαλκον), 
suits the view that it is identical with χαλκὸς ἐσονομος, while it is very 
difficult to see what third class of copper could exist in addition to copper 
at par and copper at a discount (cf. L. P. [5] 16-21). My explanation is 
somewhat confirmed by a comparison of P. P. xlvi with asecond century 
B. C. ostracon, cf. note on [37] 19. In the papyrus a surety has to pay I 
talent 5163 dr. χαλκοῦ προς apyuptov on behalf of a taxfarmer who was unable 
to pay the goverment the two talents which he had agreed to collect as 
the azopoipa from two villages. It is by no means certain that because 
the surety had to pay in χαλκος προς apyuptov, therefore the two talents 
originally promised were also in χαλκὸς προς apyuptov. But the analogy 
of the Zois papyri, in which the original debt and the sum paid by the 
surety are both in χαλκος ov adAayn, at any rate makes that view tenable. 
If this assumption be correct, the identity of χαλκὸς πρὸς apyvpiov with 
χαλκὸς toovojos is practically certain, for the ostracon shows that the 
απομοιρα in the second century B.C. was no longer an ὠνὴ προς γενήματα 
or προς ἀργύριον, as it had been in the time of Philadelphus [24] 4, 10, 
12, but had become an wry πρὸς χαλκὸν ἰσονομον, since the payment 
recorded by the ostracon is in xaAxos tcovowos and there is no reason to 
suppose that χαλκὸς προς apyuptoy represents a third stage intermediate 
between the other two. The phrase yadkos προς ἀργύριον is found as late 
as the fortieth year of Euergetes II, see Wilck. Akt. i. 19; and the 
meaning which I have proposed is quite consistent with its use there, 
where it is interchanged with χαλκος alone. 

So far as the slender evidence of the Greek papyri from this period 
carries us, it confirms M. Revillout’s theory that the general change 
from the silver to the copper standard took place at the beginning of 
Epiphanes’ reign, but it is indecisive on the question whether the copper 
drachmae were instituted side by side with the silver by Philopator, and 
on the question what their exchange value was. These problems there- 
fore must be discussed on the evidence of the demotic papyri. The 
equivalence of the demotic names of coins in Greek drachmae has, as 
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I have said, been perfectly established by M. Revillout, whose theory, 
based at first only on demotic, has been since confirmed by numerous 
bilingual papyri and ostraca. The demotic system is founded on the 
‘argenteus-outen’ or 20 drachmae, divided into 5 shekels or tetra- 
drachms and to kati or didrachms; and as the ‘argenteus-outen, 
shekels, and kati may be either of silver or copper, the drachmae may 
equally be silver or copper. The numbers found in the period of the 
silver standard are very small compared with the numbers in the period 
of the copper standard, when thousands of ‘ argenteus-outens’ not infre- 
quently occur, and there is, as a rule, no difficulty in determining which 
standard is meant. The same cannot however always be said of the 
formula 24 = 5, from which M. Revillout arrives at the ratio of 120:1 
between the value of a silver and copper drachma. As M. Revillout 
bases on two papyri his theory that Philopator gave the name of ‘argen- 
teus-outens’ and drachmae to the previously existing copper coins called 
obols and chalci in Greek (since no mention of copper has yet occurred 
in a demotic papyrus earlier than Philopator, I leave their demotic 
names to M. Revillout), I give his latest translation of the passages in 
the two papyri relating to the coinage, together with an example from 
the later period, when there is no question as to the standard meant. 
But first, for the sake of clearness, it is necessary to point out that in 
discussing the ratio of exchange between silver and copper drachmae, 
I am not discussing the ratio between silver and copper as such, 
that is to say the ratio of value between a silver and copper coin of 
equal weight, which is another and distinct question, to be decided by 
different evidence. We cannot find out the last question until we have 
a more or less probable hypothesis on the question how many copper 
drachmae were worth one silver drachma. But even if we solve the first 
question and find out how many copper drachmae were worth one 
silver, we still cannot discover the answer to the second unless we know 
how much a copper drachma normally weighed, and this is just the dis- 
puted point. I do not of course mean by this to imply that we are not 
much nearer to the ultimate ratio when we have found out the ratio of 
value between a silver and a copper uten and drachma. Both the 
Greek and the demotic names for the copper coins imply certain weights, 
but unfortunately there are at least two possible utens and drachmae of 
different weights. The choice of one or the other of these alternatives 


206 APPENDIX III. 


must depend on which suits the general classification of the coins best, 
and that can be decided only by an expert in the coins themselves. In 
fact no theory of the ratio of exchange between a silver and a copper 
drachma can, in the absence of direct evidence, be accepted unless it 
explains the coins; and on the other hand, a theory based on proba- 
bilities will be raised to a much higher level of certainty, if it explains 
the coins. The two questions therefore have these points in connexion, 
and as on M. Revillout’s theory the answer to each is the same, he 
naturally does not keep them distinct; but, as I have said, the solution 
to each really comes from a different quarter. No papyrus can tell us 
the normal weight of the copper drachma, on which the ultimate ratio 
between silver and copper depends. The scholar may with the help of 
the numismatist lead us to the edge of the stream which separates us 
from the ultimate ratio, but it is only the numismatist who can conduct 
us across the ford. It is because M. Revillout, at any rate in the latest 
exposition of his theory, has attempted to dispense with the numismatist, 
that his system, as a whole, breaks down. But in the meantime I return 
to the question of his demotic formula. 

The formula 24=,%, first occurs in a papyrus dated the fifth year of 
Philopator. In Rev. ég. i. 121 M. Revillout translates the passage 
‘Tu as δ argenteus dont le change ἃ me reclamer. In Lettres 
p. 238 he expands this into ‘Le débiteur doit payer 5 argenteus et το 
en tout (en monnaie d'argent) ou en monnaie d’airain au taux 24 unités 
d’airain pour -ς d’unité d’argent.’ 

The second instance occurs ina Theban papyrus dated the fifth year 
of Harmachis, one of the insurgent kings, and M. Revillout translates 
(Rev. ég. i. p. 121) ‘Tu as 27, argenteus... dont le change en airain 
est 24 pour τὴν ἃ me reclamer.’ In Lettres p. 238 he translates it ‘Tu 
as 27'y argenteus a me faire ou en équivalence de 24 pour «ἢν. 

A third instance, which I select from the period when there is no 
question as to the standard, is in a papyrus at Dublin, dated the fifth year 
of Philometor (Lettres p. 239), ‘ contenant une amende de 1000 argenteus 
ou 5000 sekels en airain dont I’équivalence est de 24 pour «2... The 
same formula is found in numerous demotic papyri of the second century. 
I shall lay no stress on the uncertainty still attaching to all translation 
of demotic when there is not the Greek to compare it with, but shall 
frankly admit the following points about the formula :-— 
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(1) That the word which M. Revillout translates variously ‘ mélange,’ 
‘équivalence, ‘ change,’ and ‘taux’ has to do with the exchange between 
silver and copper. 

(2) That the 24 refers to unities of copper. 

(3) That the 2 refers to a ‘unity of silver’ and means τς of an 
‘argenteus-outen, i.e. 2 kati or 4 drachmae. 

(4) That the 24 and the 3, are equated. More than this M. Revil- 
lout himself cannot desire. Then does M. Revillout’s theory of the 
ratio of 120:1 between the value of a silver and copper drachma follow, 
(4) for the reigns of Philopator and the insurgent kings in the Thebaid, 
(ὁ) for Epiphanes and his successors ὃ 

The question turns on what is meant by the‘ unities of copper’ in the 
three cases. M. Revillout’s explanation is that the 24 in all cases refer to 
the copper ‘argenteus-outens,’ and that, translated into drachmae, the 
formula means, ‘480 copper drachmae = 4 silver drachmae.’ There is how- 
ever this great difference between the first two papyri and the third. Inthe 
first two the only argentei mentioned in the papyrus are on the silver 
standard, in the third the argentei are on the copper standard. The 
first papyrus does not say ‘ 57% argentei or in copper 624 argentei at 
the rate of 24 for τ, but simply ‘ 5. argenteus dont le change (en 
airain est 24 pour #5).’ It was natural that M. Revillout, who denied the 
use of copper, except for the smallest payments, in the reigns of Phila- 
delphus and Euergetes and thought that its extensive use began with 
Philopator, should, ignoring this difference, explain the first two papyri 
in the light of the third. Since however it has been shown that copper 
was largely used even in the reign of Philadelphus, and M. Revillout 
admits that in the other papyri of Philopator’s reign and those of the 
insurgent kings there are no instances of any argentei other than those 
on the silver standard, and since it is obviously better to explain 
a formula in the light of something which is known to have existed 
previously, than in the light of something which did not, it is neces- 
sary to ask—is there anything in the first period, when it is certain that 
no copper argentei on the copper standard existed, with which the 
formula 24= 2; can be connected? If so, the necessity for attributing 
to Philopator at any rate the institution of copper argentei at the ratio 
of 120:1 will disappear. 

The answer is—what the reader has doubtless himself anticipated— 
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that the formula of [60] 15 ληψομεθα εἰς τον στατήρα οβολους kd, is the 
original of which the demotic formula ‘at the rate of 24 of copper for 
2 kati (i.e. 4 drachmae) of silver’ is the translation. I say advisedly 
that the Greek is the original. The coinage of the Ptolemies was issued 
by Greek kings from Greek mints at Greek cities, and under Greek 
names. These names the Egyptians refused to adopt into their own 
language, preferring to equate as far as possible the coinage of their 
conquerors to their own time-honoured system. But it must not be 
forgotten that the Egyptian names of coins and all the formulae con- 
nected with them are translations from the Greek, and that the ultimate 
explanation must come from the Greek, not from the demotic. I have 
insisted somewhat strongly on this point, because it is my answer to 
the objection which may be levelled against this part of the present 
essay that it is presumptuous for me to criticize the interpretations of 
demotic scholars. If the formula 24 copper = το silver has no analogy 
to the passage in the Revenue Papyrus, M. Revillout’s translation 
of it must be far from the truth, for the correspondence between the 
formula and [€0] 15 is exact. In both there is an equation be- 
tween unities of silver and unities of copper, in both the number of 
the copper unities is 24, and in both the meaning and number of the 
silver unities comes to the same, 4 drachmae. The only difference 
is that in the demotic the name of the 24 copper unities is un- 
certain, in the Greek it is given and is the obol; and therefore in the 
demotic it is the demotic equivalent of the copper obol, whatever 
that may be. 

At last firm ground has been reached. There is no longer any 
reason for separating the monetary system of Philopator from that of 
his predecessors, or in fact to suppose a transitional period at all. The 
dividing line, so far as the evidence goes, is the adoption of the copper 
standard at the beginning of Epiphanes’ reign for Egypt without the 
Thebaid, at the end of his reign for the Thebaid as well. 

Another question, which arises out of the occurrence of the formula 
24 = ὅς in the 2 papyri of Philopator and Harmachis, is—why was the 
formula inserted, with what was it contrasted? On M. Revillout’s 
theory the object of the formula was to show that the payment might 
be made not in silver argentei, but in argentei on the copper stan- 
dard of 120:1. But as it has been shown first that the 24 unities 
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of copper in question are probably obols, not copper argentei, secondly 
that copper was largely used as far back as Philadelphus, some other 
explanation is necessary. Here again, if the Greek be taken as the guide, 
the solution is easily found. In [60] 15, the 24 obols at par were 
clearly contrasted with obols at a discount as in [76] 4, and the 
ostracon which mentions xadxos εἰς kev gives an example of what the 
discount was. Since the formula 24 = τσ was the demotic equivalent 
of the Greek, it too was contrasted with copper of which 26% or any 
other number of obols were paid for a stater. M. Revillout will perhaps 
object, as he once objected when criticizing Droysen, Rev. ég. ii p. 279, 
that the demotic papyri give no examples of copper at any other ratio 
than 24 = 2, but as another ratio is found in Greek papyri and ostraca, 
the objection is disposed of; moreover in denying the existence of an 
extensive copper currency in the time of Philadelphus and Euergetes, 
the unsoundness of arguing from the silence of the demotic documents 
has already shown itself. 

So far therefore as the documents of Philopator’s reign are con- 
cerned, M. Revillout has not yet come to the ratio of value between 
a silver and a copper drachma, for he has not yet come to the period 
of copper argentei and drachmae, but is still in the period of copper 
obols. Does the demotic formula however give the ratio for the reign 
of Epiphanes and his successors? The fact that in the papyri of this 
period the argentei mentioned are on the copper standard makes it 
much more intelligible that the 24 should refer to them in these papyri 
than in the two papyri where the only argentei mentioned were on the 
silver standard. On the other hand, since it appeared that in the case 
of the two papyri of Philopator and Harmachis the 24 referred to obols, 
it isa perfectly tenable position to hold that the 24 throughout means 
obols, not copper argentei. In the first place it is now known that the 
formula 24= τς in any case belongs to the period when there were as 
yet no copper argentei; and, since the Greek original of the formula 
dates back to Philadelphus, it is far more probable that the demotic 
formula goes back to the same reign than that it was first used in the 
reign of Philopator. And if the formula 24= 7 was well established 
at the time when the change was made to copper argentei, it is perfectly 
possible that the formula ‘24 unities of copper (i.e. obols) for y% silver’ 
should be continued after obols had given place to copper drachmae on 
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a copper standard. This argument will be much strengthened if it can 
be shown that a parallel case exists of a term properly belonging to 
obols alone, but continued in the period of the copper standard. Such 
a parallel is afforded by the converse phrase χαλκὸς εἰς κασν. That 
phrase was first found in the period when the copper coins were called 
obols, and it is strictly applicable only to that period. Nevertheless it 
is used in the Zois papyri with a sum of copper drachmae on the copper 
standard. But why, if the ratio of exchange between silver and copper 
was 120:1 and the old copper obol was now 20 drachmae, did not the 
writer say ‘copper at the rate of 525 copper drachmae for a stater’? 
Obviously the answer is that in equating silver and copper the obol 
had been and continued to be the typical copper unity. 

Applying this to the demotic formula—we are on the firm ground 
of the Greek so long as we maintain that the 24 refer to obols, but we 
are on the treacherous path of assumption, if we maintain that the 24 
refer to the copper argentei; while to argue that the obol was the copper 
argenteus is obviously to beg the whole question at issue. If it can be 
shown on other grounds that the ratio of exchange was 120:1, and 
therefore the obol and the copper argenteus were identical, the demotic 
formula may be taken as confirming that view. But to attempt to prove 
the ratio from the formula is to argue in a circle. We should indeed find 
the ratio of 120:1, but only because we had already put it there. 

The conclusion therefore is that if the demotic formula is the only 
evidence for the exchange ratio of 120:1, the verdict must be ‘not 
proven.’ But the other evidence leads to the consideration of the 
third and last period. 


§ 4. Documentary evidence for the period of the copper standard. 


With Epiphanes the monetary changes of the Ptolemies came to an 
end. The Greek papyri mention almost universally copper drachmae 
on the copper standard, with occasional mentions of silver, chiefly in 
payments of fines or taxes. In the demotic, from the reign of 
Euergetes II M. Revillout distinguishes two kinds of silver coins, 
first, the ‘argenteus fondu du temple de Ptah’ accompanied by the 
same division into fractions which he says that he has found in the 
demotic papyri of Darius, Philip, and Euergetes I, and secondly, the 
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‘argenteus en piéces d’argent gravé. The last he connects with the 
Greek phrase found in pap. O of Leyden, apyupiov ἐπισημου Πτολεμαικου 
νομίσματος, and explains it as the normal coinage struck by Euergetes IT 
and his successors, while he explains the other as the ‘vieil argenteus,’ 
(Lettres, p. 244), though whether he means by this the silver coins 
of the Persians, as contrasted with the silver of the Ptolemies, or the 
heavier silver of Soter compared with the lighter coinage of his successors, 
or the purer coinage of the earlier Ptolemies with the more or less 
debased silver of the later kings, or all three, is not clear. But, at any 
rate, if the argenteus ‘en piéces d’argent gravé’ is equivalent to apyupiov 
εἐπισημον x.T.A., then apyupioy επισημον according to M. Revillout, is not 
silver of the best quality. How does this view suit the papyrus O of 
Leyden? 

No papyrus has been more discussed than this one, which has been 
the standing difficulty with regard to the rate of exchange between 
silver and copper drachmae, and the rate of interest, for the last half 
century. The papyrus is dated the twenty-sixth year of Ptolemy 
Alexander and records the loan of apyupiov ἐεπισημου Πτολεμαικου νομισ- 
patos ὃραχμας Sexadvo. The debtor binds himself if he does not repay 
the sum at the stipulated time to pay the ημίολιον, i.e. 18 drachmae, 
and interest from the stipulated time of repayment at the rate of 
60 copper drachmae a month for each stater. 

In the discussion of this papyrus M. Lumbroso, as usual, is the best 
guide. In pp. 171-2 of his Recherches, he states the theories of his 
predecessors: (1) Letronne, who arguing that the stater was a gold 
coin worth 1co silver drachmae and that 60 copper drachmae were 
worth 1 silver, arrived at the interest of 12 per cent. a year: (2) Reuvens, 
who postulating a stater of gold worth 20 silver drachmae and an exchange 
ratio of τ : 30 between silver and copper drachmae, arrived at the interest 
of 120 per cent.: (3) Leemans, who assuming the same gold coin, but | 
an exchange ratio of 1:120 between silver and copper, reached the 
interest of 30 per cent. Against all these theories M. Lumbroso brings 
two weighty objections; in the first place, there is absolutely nothing 
to show that the stater in question was anything but a silver stater, 
especially as the loan in question was in silver and the normal stater 
of the Ptolemaic period without further definition is the silver stater, 
a statement which is entirely confirmed by [60] 15 and [76] 4; secondly, 
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that the rate of interest in the papyrus is clearly exceptional, being the 
interest on a fine, and therefore it is difficult to apply to it more or less 
parallel cases of the rate of interest under normal circumstances. 
M. Lumbroso tentatively suggested a theory of his own that the 
stater in question was a silver octodrachm, based on the erroneous 
supposition of Letronne that the gold stater was an octodrachm. 
But as M. Revillout has shown, the only staters in Egypt were the 
gold didrachm and the silver tetradrachm, and the choice therefore 
is narrowed down to these two alternatives. 

M. Revillout (Lettres, p. 153) adopts M. Leemans’ theory that the 
stater in question was the gold didrachm, worth 20 silver drachmae, 
which on the exchange ratio of 120:1 between silver and copper 
drachmae gives 30 per cent. interest, and tries to support it by 
adducing instances of interest at 30 per cent., though the fallacy of 
the argument from analogy in this case had already been pointed 
out by M. Lumbroso. The supposition that the stater could be 
a silver tetradrachm was dismissed by M. Revillout on the ground 
that this would result in a rate of interest of 120 per cent. M. Revillout 
has here by an oversight understated his case, for if the stater in question 
was an ordinary silver one and the rate of exchange 120: 1, the rate of 
interest is 150 percent. The difficulty however of supposing that the 
rate of interest was, in the case of a fine, as high as 150 per cent. is much 
less than that of supposing the stater to be a gold stater, seeing that the 
papyrus records a loan of silver and the stater is the commonest silver 
coin. But was the stater in question an ordinary, i.e. as the silver coins 
of this period show, a debased stater? The phrase apyvpiov επισημου 
Πτολεμαικοὺυ νομίσματος seems to me to point to the silver coins lent 
being unusual, though as Wilcken in a recent letter pointed out to me 
the 12 drachmae apy. emo. κιτιλ. are in the summary at the beginning of 
the document called 12 dr. apy(vptov) νο(μισματος) simply, and ἀργυριου 
νομίσματος does not differ from ἀργυρίου alone. But in any case the 
possibility that these 12 dr. were staters coined by one of the earlier 
Ptolemies cannot be eliminated, and there is no means of discovering 
what the premium on pure silver coins at this period was. It is perfectly 
possible that in the first century B.c. the staters of Soter on the Attic 
standard passed at 100 per cent. premium or more. But if the stater 
in question refers to one of these staters at a premium, the interest was 
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very much less than 150 per cent., and as the argument from the analogy 
of the rate of 30 per cent. found in other papyri is not only irrelevant 
but misleading, since the rate in the case of a fine would probably be 
higher than the normal rate, the theory that the stater in question was 
a silver stater, whether of pure or of debased metal, provides an adequate 
solution without rendering it necessary to complicate the question by 
the irrelevant introduction of gold into a papyrus which records a loan 
of silver and therefore implies interest on that silver. But as the rate 
of interest perhaps depends on the unknown premium on pure silver, 
and is under any circumstances exceptional, the papyrus cannot help 
towards finding out the normal rate of interest, nor can it even be used 
to confirm, much less to prove, any theory concerning the ratio of ex- 
change between the normal or debased silver drachmae of this period 
and the copper drachmae. 

To return to the question of M. Revillout’s identification of ‘ pieces 
d’argent gravé’ with apyvpiov emonuov and his explanation of both as 
the ordinary silver coins of the late Ptolemies, the interpretation of the 
papyrus O of Leyden is so complicated by the exceptional circumstances 
of the case, that it is very doubtful whether it can serve as a basis for 
generalization. The staters of Soter and Philadelphus which remained 
in circulation must have commanded a large premium. But the descrip- 
tion in Greek of the staters of pure silver, as contrasted with the more 
or less debased staters of the later Ptolemies, is quite uncertain. 

Since the arguments in favour of the exchange ratio of 120: 1 have 
been found inadequate, and as the arguments adduced by Prof. Lumbroso 
in his Recherches rest on passages where the original editors of the 
papyri in question had misread the text, while the evidence of the 
ratio of exchange in the Roman period, as Mommisen has pointed out, 
cannot be admitted as evidence for the Ptolemaic, there remains the 
argument of M. Bernardino Peyron, the original founder of the theory. 
Comparing two passages in papyri nearly contemporaneous in which 
the price of an artaba of odvpa is given, first as 2 silver drachmae, 
secondly as 300 copper drachmae, the price in the latter case being 
in a period of great scarcity, he suggested that the normal price was 
probably about 240 copper drachmae, and so proposed the exchange 
ratio of 120:1. This argument, though far too weak to serve asa sole 
basis for the exchange ratio of 120: 1, is nevertheless fairly conclusive 
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evidence against supposing that the ratio was more than 150: 1, or so 
low as 30: J, as was once proposed, and it is a strong though hardly 
conclusive argument against the theory of Letronne that the exchange 
ratio was 60:1. 

But though the documentary evidence on which these distinguished 
scholars based the theory of 120:1 is very far from being conclusive, 
their verdict is not therefore lightly to be set aside. Their general 
conclusion, which is on the whole supported by recent discoveries, 
is in favour of 120: 1 as the exchange ratio between silver and copper 
drachmae, on the ground that it suits the comparative prices better than 
any other theory, and if that ratio can by the numismatic evidence be 
made practically certain or even only probable, no difficulty is likely 
to be raised on account of the papyri. 

For the rate of discount on copper at this period the evidence consists 
of, first, the Zois papyri of Philometor’s reign in which χαλκος εἰς ΚΩ͂Ν is 
interchanged with χαλκὸς ov adAayn, secondly, L. P. 62 [5] 17, probably 
belonging to the later part of the second century B.C., in which in the 
case of ὠναῖ πρὸς χαλκὸν toovouoy (vid. sup.), just as in the case of the 
oil-monopoly during the third century, copper was accepted at par, but 
the discount on copper paid in the case of προς apyvptoy wat, Or war 
which ought to be paid in silver, is 10 dr. 2} obols for every mina; in 
other words 110 dr. οὐ in copper were worth Ioo in silver. The rate 
therefore was approximately τὸ per cent. at this period, as it had been in 
the third century. The explanation of this fact which, since silver was 
much scarcer in the second century, is at first sight remarkable is 
afforded by the silver coins. In a country like Egypt with a double 
currency, silver and copper, exchanging at practically the market value, 
—for it is incredible that Philadelphus would have permitted large 
payments of taxes in copper at its nominal value unless that nominal 
value approximately represented the real value of copper—there were, 
when silver tended, as it did soon after Philadelphus’ time, to become 
scarce, three alternatives before the Ptolemies. Either they might 
alter the rate of exchange between silver and copper, or they might 
diminish the weight of the silver coins to meet the appreciation of silver, 
or they might meet it by debasing the silver coinage. That the 
Ptolemies did not adopt the first course, is shown by the fact that 
copper still in the second century exchanged at the same rate, either 
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at par or at a small discount, with silver, and that there is no alteration 
of normal weights in the copper coins. Possibly their policy in not 
adopting that course was sound; for the constant alterations of the rate 
of exchange, which would have been necessary to keep the two metals at 
their market value, might have been more fatal to all business transactions 
than either of the other two courses. Nor did they choose, as the 
Rhodians under similar circumstances chose, to diminish the weight 
of the silver coins, keeping the metal pure; but, as the silver of the 
later Ptolemies shows, they preferred to debase their silver, probably 
to an extent which, while nominally keeping the same rate of exchange 
as before, would alter the real ratio between silver and copper to the 
level of the ratio of the two metals in the open market. Therefore, 
any particular weight of copper coins nominally continued in the second 
century to exchange against the same amount of silver as that against 
which it had exchanged in the third century. But the real silver 
in the ‘silver’ coins of the later Ptolemies continued to diminish, 
until by the reign of Auletes the metal had become for the most part 
alloy. 

To sum up the results which have been reached by the aid of 
the documentary evidence, the dividing line in the history of Ptolemaic 
coinage is the adoption of the copper standard at the very beginning of 
Epiphanes’ reign, perhaps at the end of Philopator’s, side by side with 
the silver standard which it never altogether superseded. In fact the 
debased silver of the later Ptolemies is so common that it must have 
played a much larger part than can be concluded from the papyri, and 
it may well be doubted not only how far the recorded payments on the 
silver standard in the third century were actually made in silver, but 
also how far the recorded payments in copper drachmae during the 
second were actually made in copper. In many respects however the 
change to a copper standard seems to have made little difference. As 
far back as Philadelphus’ reign copper was used in the payment of large 
sums in official as well as in private transactions, sometimes at par, 
sometimes at a discount of about 10 percent. In the second century, 
as the history of the ἀπομοιρα proves (see [37] 19 note), payments were 
made more frequently in copper, but the rate of discount was apparently 
still about the same and there is nothing to show that the rate of 
exchange had altered. 
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Of the three questions propounded at the beginning of this essay, the 
papyri and ostraca have given an answer to the second, and this answer 
has been verified by the silver coins; with regard to the first, the normal 
ratio between silver and copper drachmae in the third century B.C. is 
known, and there is a certain presumption, though not yet a strong one, 
in favour of the exchange ratio of 120:1 between silver and copper 
drachmae in the second century. The third question has necessarily 
been left unsolved, except in so far that there is no longer any reason for 
separating the two parts of it, since the large payments of copper made 
to the government show that the ratio between silver and copper as 
metals must have closely approximated to their ratio as coins. 


ὁ 5. The evidence of the copper coins. 


The copper coins are discussed by M. Revillout in Lettres, pp. 112- 
124, where he makes a classification and table of weights, both of which 
are, as I shall show, disfigured by the most astonishing blunders. These 
pages are reprinted practically without alteration from his articles in the 
Rev. égypt., though the subject had in the meantime been revolutionized 
by the appearance of Mr. Poole’s Catalogue of Ptolemaic coins in the 
British Museum. 

As I have already said, it is necessary to have some theory of the 
rate of exchange between silver and copper drachmae before we attempt 
to argue from the weights. If it were possible to say at once that any 
particular coin was the copper obol, since the normal rate of exchange 
in the third century between drachmae paid in silver and drachmae 
paid in copper was par, it would be equally possible to obtain the 
ultimate ratio between an equal weight of silver and copper in the third 
century, and the knowledge of this would of course be of great service in 
deciding both the ratio of exchange and the ultimate ratio between silver 
and copper in the second century. But it is impossible to tell so easily 
what coin the copper obol was. On the other hand, if it can be dis- 
covered with how many copper drachmae the obol was identical, and 
how much the copper drachma weighed, the question of the ultimate 
ratio can be solved for both centuries at once. It is therefore necessary 
in order to reach the ultimate ratio between silver and copper even in 
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the third century, to overcome the old difficulty of the rate of exchange 
between silver and copper drachmae in the second, and if that can be 
done, it will also be possible to explain the ultimate ratio in the second 
century B.C. 

But at this point there are some general considerations to be taken 
into account. First, to quote Mr. Poole (Catal. Intr. p. xiii), ‘ No series 
of coins struck by the successors of Alexander is more difficult to class 
than that of the Ptolemies.’ And if the difficulty of classifying the gold 
and silver coins is great, that of classifying the copper is far greater 
owing to the increased rarity of dated copper coins, the uncertainty 
attaching to the name of each denomination, and the frequent devia- 
tions, whatever theory be adopted, from the normal] standard of weights. 
The time is never likely to come when every issue of copper coins can 
be assigned to its correct reign, or when at any rate the smaller copper 
coins can be assigned with certainty to their correct denominations. 
Under these circumstances, since finality is unattainable, the best theory 
will be that to which there are fewest objections. 

Secondly, since the only numismatist of the first rank who has 
undertaken to weigh and systematize the copper coins is Mr. Poole, it 
is absolutely necessary for any one who is not a numismatist to base 
his explanations upon the facts as Mr. Poole records them, nor are 
conclusions likely to be of much value, if they are irreconcilable with 
Mr. Poole’s. 

If the classification of the coinage according to weights is a task of 
extreme difficulty, the copper coinage of the Ptolemies has nevertheless 
two great advantages. It was at any rate from the time of Philadelphus, 
as I have pointed out, in no sense a token coinage. The smallness of 
the discount and the fact that the government even in the time when 
silver was plentiful sometimes accepted copper at par are conclusive 
evidence that the nominal ratio of copper to silver approximately 
coincided with the market ratio of the two metals. It would obviously 
be a vain task to attempt from a consideration of the weight and 
exchange value of a shilling to deduce the ratio of value between silver 
and gold’as metals at the present day. But with the coinage of the 
Ptolemies it is certain that the ultimate ratio is somehow expressed by 
the coins if they can be looked at in the right way; and there is no 
question of searching after a chimera. Secondly, a general consideration 
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of the copper coins without adopting any particular theory of the normal 
standard shows, as Mr. Poole remarks, that the change from the silver to 
a copper standard in the reign of Epiphanes does not seem to have been 
accompanied by an alteration of the normal standard of weights. The 
names of the different denominations altered, but the normal weights 
did not. There are great irregularities after the reign of Epiphanes as 
there were before, but they are confined within the same limits, and 
therefore an explanation of the normal weights and the names of the 
denominations for one period will equally serve as an explanation for 
the other. At the same time the normal weights primarily represent 
the obol and its subdivisions to which the copper drachmae of the later 
period were equated, and a theory of the normal weights can only be 
accepted if it explains the origin of the subdivisions of the obol; on the 
other hand the ratio of exchange adopted in the reign of Epiphanes is 
likely to have been such that the new copper drachmae would accommo- 
date themselves to the fractions of the obol. 

With regard to the copper obol, though nothing can be deduced 
from its name concerning its weight, there are two important points to 
be considered. The fact that the obol is spoken of as the typical copper 
coin, and still more the absence of any silver coin, at any rate after the 
reign of Soter, which represented an obol, make it certain that one 
denomination of the coins in Mr. Poole’s table is the obol of which the 
lower denominations are subdivisions. Secondly, it is known that the 
Greek subdivisions of the obol in Egypt were chalci or eighths, as at 
Athens, cf. Pap. Biling. 1. c. line 9, διχαλκον, &c. Therefore any satis- 
factory theory of the normal weights of the obol must show that the 
coin which is assumed to be the obol, was divided into eighths at any 
rate approximately; and similarly no theory of the equivalence of 
the obol in copper drachmae can be accepted, if the fractions which 
result are unintelligible. The exchange ratio must be such that the 
coins representing the fractions of the obol can be converted conveniently 
into copper drachmae. 

Next, as to the names of the copper coins in the second century; in 
Greek they are called drachmae, in demotic ‘argentei, subdivided into 
5 shekels and 10 kati or didrachms, the kati being also τς of the 
uten, with which M. Revillout naturally identifies the argenteus, speaking 
frequently of the ‘argenteus-outen.’ The names therefore of the copper 
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coins are the same as the names of the silver coins, and as the names 
‘drachma’ and ‘kati’ connote weights, there is good reason for assuming 
that the coins which approximately weighed a drachma or a kati were 
the copper drachmae and the copper kati. 

But what were the weights connoted by the terms ‘drachma’ and 
‘kati’ in Egypt? For this it is necessary to consider the history of the 
silver coinage about which there is no doubt. Soter at first issued silver 
on the Attic standard, according to which the drachma weighed 67-5 
grains, then adopted the Rhodian with a normal drachma of 60 grains, 
and finally adopted the Phoenician with a normal drachma of 56 grains, 
which standard was maintained by all his successors. Leaving the Rhodian 
drachma which is intermediate out of account, the approximate limits at 
each end are 67-5 and 56 as the weight of the copper drachma. Turning 
to the demotic, in so far as a kati is the translation of a Greek didrachm, 
it gives no new information, but it must be remembered that being the 
tenth of an ‘argenteus-outen,’ and the uten being an ancient Egyptian 
weight of very nearly 1400 grains, the kati also had a definite weight of 
its own, 140 grains, which, as it was equated to the didrachm, would give 
a copper drachma of 70 grains. On the other hand, it will be objected, 
have I any right to invent a fictitious copper drachma of which there is 
no instance in Greek? Is not this to explain the Greek coinage in the 
light of the demotic, a course which I have already frequently con- 
demned? My answer is that in the first place 67-5 was but the approxi- 
mate limit, and that no less an authority than Mr. Poole (Catal. Intr. 
p. xci) remarks that the difference between the Attic and the Egyptian 
standard ‘is too small to be of consequence in the comparison (of the 
coins), considering the irregularity with which the copper money was 
struck. Any series of coins which points to a normal weight of 67:5 
can also be explained by a normal weight of 70. Therefore the Attic 
and Egyptian standards are for the present purpose identical, and the 
‘fictitious drachma’ is nothing else than the Attic. 

But still it may be objected that, as the Greek and the Egyptian 
standards practically coincided, it was the Egyptian system which was 
equated to the Greek, not vice versa, and that in speaking of the normal 
weights I ought to keep to the Greek. Here however a distinction must 
be drawn. There is all the difference in the world between explaining 
technical phrases or names of coins by the demotic instead of by the 
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Greek, and on the other hand arguing that the copper coins made in 
Greek mints by Greeks and with Greek names may nevertheless have 
been issued on an Egyptian standard to which the Greek was equated. 
That it would be as inconsistent as it would be absurd to explain the 
silver coins on any theory of an Egyptian standard, is obvious, for 
the silver coins were clearly issued on Greek standards, to which the 
Egyptian standard was equated. But though a conquering race 
naturally imposes its own silver standard on the conquered, there are 
numerous cases, as in South Italy and Sicily, in which the conquerors 
have adopted the copper standard of the conquered and equated it with 
their own money. Moreover the elaborate system of copper coinage 
of the Ptolemies is peculiar to Egypt and quite foreign to the rest 
of the Hellenistic world, while on the other hand copper had long been 
used in Egypt as a standard of value. In fact, if the question had to 
be decided only on ὦ prior7 grounds, the balance of probability would 
be rather in favour of an Egyptian origin. But it is sufficient for 
my present purpose to have vindicated the consistency of holding that 
besides the kati which are equivalents of Greek weights, account must 
be taken of the true Egyptian weight of the kati, although, as I have 
said, for practical purposes a coin of 70 grains is not to be dis- 
tinguished from the Attic drachma. 

How does this bear on the ratio of exchange between silver and 
copper drachmae? In the first place, if it is granted that the copper 
drachma weighs approximately the same as the Phoenician or the 
Attic drachma, it can be shown that any ratio of exchange higher 
than 120:1 is unsatisfactory if not impossible; e.g. if it were 180 to 
1, 30 copper drachmae would be equal to the obol; but thirty times 
the weight even of the Phoenician drachma would result in a coin 
much heavier than any quoted in Mr. Poole’s table, and, as has been 
shown, the obol is represented somewhere in the extant copper coins ; 
therefore this ratio will not do. In fact, as the heaviest copper coin 
is a little over 1400 grains, any ratio of exchange over 150 is quite 
impossible on the same grounds. This ratio however, which assigns 
25 copper drachmae to the obol, may be dismissed on the ground that 
it involves a very inconvenient number, 3} copper drachmae for the 
chalcus, which will cause infinite confusion. But it is unnecessary to 
go through all the unsatisfactory ratios in detail, The number of 
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copper drachmae in an obol cannot exceed twenty-four; on the other 
hand it cannot be less than ten, which would give a ratio of sixty, 
for under any circumstances a ratio below 60:1 is too low to account 
for the high figures in copper drachmae in the papyri; twenty-four 
and ten are therefore the two possible extremes. Of the intermediate 
numbers all the odd ones may be struck out, as they would lead at 
once to impossible fractions in copper drachmae as the equivalents of 
chalci, nor will twenty-two, eighteen, or fourteen suit for the same 
reason. ‘There remain twenty-four, twenty, sixteen, twelve, and ten. 

I have proceeded so far on general grounds without assuming even 
the normal weights of any particular coins, much less the relation of 
any one supposed denomination to any other, but merely showing that 
a number of ratios failed at the outset to fulfil the requirements which 
any satisfactory solution must have fulfilled, before it is worth while 
to apply the consequences of the ratio to the coins themselves; but 
it is hardly necessary to point out that a theory which starts with 
difficulties at the outset, cannot possibly evercome the obstacles which 
any theory, however simple or easy at the beginning, is bound eventually 
to encounter. In order to reduce the possible ratios of exchange on 
numismatical grounds to a still smaller number, it would be necessary 
to come to an understanding, if not about the supposed approximate 
normal weights, at any rate about the relation which a higher series 
bears to a lower one. But without prejudging the answers to these 
questions, there is one fact which is certain about the subdivisions of 
the Ptolemaic coins, and indeed it is the explanation of it which is 
the key to the whole problem. 

Whatever theory be adopted as to the number of copper drachmae 
in an obol, and whatever coin be therefore selected as the obol, the 
subdivisions of it are not only in the series 3, 4, 4, which fractions it 
is absolutely necessary to find in the coins, as the obol is known to 
have been divided into these fractions. Intermediate between these 
fractions comes another series, and it is chiefly by its answer to the 
questions, first what was this series both in terms of fractions of the 
obol and of copper drachmae, and secondly, why was there this second 
series, that a theory of Ptolemaic coinage stands or falls. On Mr. 
Poole’s theory that the normal weight of the highest copper coins was 
20 Attic drachmae, he obtains as subdivisions 10, 8, 5, 4, 23, 2, 14, 1, 
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(I leave out of account the smaller denominations which cannot be fixed 
independently of the larger), or, regarded as fractions of unity, 4, 2, 4, 4, 
4, Js) Gp vs It is obvious that by identifying 20 Attic drachmae with 
the copper obol, which gives an exchange ratio of 1: 120, the fractions 
of the obol which are wanted will be obtained, and equally, if 10 Attic 
drachmae be identified with the obol; for the difference between the 
denomination of the small coin, which Mr. Poole supposes to be 13, 
i.e 7%, and the denomination of 134, i.e. on a theory of 60:1, } obol, 
is so trifling that it can be neglected. But there will also be a series 
2, 4, δ» gy, which, though they cannot be finally proved until the 
explanation of them is found, are at any rate convenient fractions of 
the obol and can at once be converted into copper drachmae without 
any difficulty. But these advantages, which are shared equally by the 
exchange ratio of 120: 1 or 60:1, the copper drachma being in both cases 
on the Attic standard, are not obtained by any of the ratios, according 
to which 24, 16, or 12 copper drachmae are equal to the obol, whatever 
normal weight of the copper drachma be assumed within the limits 
of 70-56 grains mentioned above. These three ratios of exchange all 
lead to inconvenient fractions both as divisions of the obol and as 
copper drachmae. Practically the question is ultimately narrowed 
down to the choice between 120:1 and 60:1. Further than that the 
evidence of the Ptolemaic coins cannot go, for if the coins can be 
explained on the theory of the one ratio, they can equally well be 
explained by the other, since the normal weights would remain the 
same, and the only difference would be that the denominations of the 
various fractions would on the theory of 60:1 be twice what they are 
on the theory of 120:1. But the theory of 120:1 is, Mr. Gardner 
tells me, on general grounds of numismatics, preferable to the other 
theory, because the exchange ratio of 120:1 leads, if the copper drachma 
is on the Attic standard, as Mr. Poole supposes, and his classification 
of the coinage is satisfactory, to a ratio of 143#:1 between the normal 
weights of an equivalent amount of silver and copper, and even on 
M. Revillout’s theory of the Phoenician standard of the copper coinage 
to a ratio of 120:1, and the analogy of other countries, e.g. Sicily and 
Rome, is in favour of a ratio over 100 in preference to one below. 

Like the papyri therefore the coins on the whole point to the 
exchange ratio of 120:1, and as they practically narrow the question 
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down to a ratio of 120 or 60, while the former ratio suits the prices 
found in the papyri much the better of the two, there is not much 
doubt that the exchange ratio is 120:1; and if so the continuation of 
the demotic formula 24 = in the period when obols had given 
way to pieces of 20 copper drachmae or ‘argenteus-outens’ is easily 
explained. 

That all these arguments for the exchange ratio of 120:1 leave 
much to be desired is recognized by no one more fully than myself; 
but it would be worse than useless to blind oneself to the fact that 
conclusive evidence for that ratio does not yet exist, though the question 
will probably some day be solved by an instance of the conversion 
of copper drachmae in the second century B.C. into silver, similar to 
the instances in App. ii (5) for the third. 

It has hitherto been argued that the exchange ratio of 120:1, 
according to which the obol was equivalent to 20 copper drachmae 
on the Attic standard, produces a satisfactory solution for the initial 
difficulties which were fatal to the other ratios. But in order to place 
on an approximately firm basis the ratio of exchange, together with 
the ratio of weights between an equivalent amount of silver and copper, 
which follows from the other ratio provided that the weight of a copper 
drachma be discoverable, it is necessary both to show that, on the 
assumption that the ratio of exchange was 120:1 and the normal 
weight of the drachma was the Attic, the coins can be classified into 
suitable subdivisions both of the obol and of 20 copper drachmae, and 
to provide an explanation for the double series of fractions. Here if 
I wished I could stop, and, ignoring the table of weights proposed by 
M. Revillout, whose classification and theory of normal weights are 
quite different from Mr. Poole’s, settle the questions at issue by an 
appeal to the authority of the first numismatist on the subject. Seeing 
that Mr. Poole has adopted the theory that the normal weights of 
the copper coins were on the Attic standard, and that the normal 
weight of the largest copper coins was 20 drachmae, which are on 
the theory of an exchange ratio of 120:1 the obol, it will naturally 
be asked, ‘ What is the use of going further? Is not Mr. Poole’s verdict 
sufficient? and even if it is not, how can you who are not a numismatist 
expect to strengthen it?’ The fact that Mr. Poole, having for a short 
time accepted M. Revillout’s theory of the Phoenician standard of the 
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weights, deliberately rejected it in favour of another explanation before 
publishing his Catalogue is a sufficiently strong condemnation of 
M. Revillout’s theory, and had M. Revillout in his recent re-issue of 
the Lettres renounced his classification, there would have been no 
necessity for my discussing a superseded system. But as M. Revillout, 
who has committed in his classification, as I shall show, blunders which 
would have been incredible if he had not made them, has made no 
alterations in his theory of the weights, and dismisses the condemnation 
of his theory by the first authority on the subject with the remark, 
‘Maintenant M. Poole en est revenu a son ancienne erreur 41} a encore 
essayé de défendre dans son catalogue, it is necessary to put an end 
to possible misconceptions, and to show on the one hand how and 
why Mr. Poole’s conclusions based on recorded facts solve the numerous 
difficulties, and on the other how and why the generalizations of 
M. Revillout break down. I therefore proceed to a more or less 
detailed examination of M. Revillout’s theory and that of Mr. Poole, 
into which I wish, though with considerable hesitation, to introduce 
a few unimportant modifications; and will only preface my remarks 
by repeating that until a greater authority on Ptolemaic coins than 
Mr. Poole shall arise, the question has been long ago settled, at any rate 
for those who are not numismatists, and that if I have to spend my 
readers’ time in criticizing the revival of an obsolete theory, it is not 
I who am to blame. 


§ 6. 17. Revillout's theory of the Phoenician standard of the 
copper coinage. 


M. Revillout, starting with the exchange ratio of 120:1, suppcses 
that the 20 copper drachmae, or a copper ‘argenteus-outen,’ or an 
obol on the silver standard, weighed the same as 20 silver drachmae 
on the Phoenician standard which was in use for gold and silver 
from the end of Soter’s reign onwards. 

Having obtained the weights of a large number of copper coins, 
he arranges them according to the following table of ‘ principales séries,’ 
in which, as the differences between the coins are clearer when the 
weights are expressed in grains than when expressed in grammes and 
in Mr. Pcole’s table the weights are given in grains, I have converted 
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M. Revillout’s weights into their nearest English equivalents. It may 
first be stated that M. Revillout takes 207-223 grs. as the average 
weight of the actual silver tetradrachms, but it is the higher extreme 
which is the normal weight, according to Mr. Poole. 


Denomination Denomination in Actual weight. Supposed highest 
in silver. copper dr. normal weight. 
1% obol 30 1580 grains 1668 grains 
Τῇ obol 25 1280~1390 1390 

obol 20 1032-1112 T112 

3 obol 15 774-834 834 

ὃ obol (123) 635-695 695 

4 obol IO 516-556 550 
(3 obol) 8 414-445 445 
2 obol (73) 387-419 417 
Ἔ ἢ 5 258-278 278 
2 obol 4 207-223 223 
i εὖ (23) 129-139 139 
ys bol) 2 IO4-111 111 
τς obol (1) 64-70 70 
(35 obol) I 52-56 56 
(τ obol) Η 26-28 28 
(τ obol) 3 13-14 14 


The advantages of this classification, provided that it represents the 
facts, are obvious. In the first place it will be observed that the actual 
weights of all the coins have an obliging method of stopping short at 
the precise point where, on M. Revillout’s theory of their highest normal 
weights, they ought to stop. Secondly, the symmetry of the classifica- 
tion is perfect. On the one hand the coins representing fractions of the 
obol which are enclosed in brackets occur only in the period after 
copper drachmae were instituted, and those representing copper drachmae 
enclosed in brackets occur only before the period of copper drachmae, 
The only fractions of the obol are therefore the coins divided according 
to eighths or chalci, the ordinary Greek fractions of the obol, and 
the subdivisions of the 20 drachmae piece give only round numbers. 
There are no fractions which ought to be there and are not, still less 
any that ought not to be there but are. Could there be a more con- 
vincing proof of M. Revillout's theory that until the reign of Philopator 
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copper was ‘ only for the Greeks,’ and that the coins represent only the 
obol and its normal fractions, and on the other hand that the copper 
drachmae, implying the extensive use of copper, were the invention of 
Philopator ? 

But what are the facts? On this point M. Revillout does not afford 
any help. The only approach towards a fact in his discussion of the 
weights (Letires, pp. 113-117) is the statement that an indefinite number 
of coins weigh 102 grammes, unless it be a quotation from Mommsen 
about the weight of coin mentioned by Pinder. In all the other cases 
he gives generalizations about the ‘limits’ within which the coins fell ; 
sometimes he states how many coins fell within those ‘limits, though 
generally he does not do even that. But on the actual weights of actual 
coins, from which alone his theory could be tested, he is silent. Nothing 
is said of their condition, a knowledge of which is the first essential 
before any reliance can be placed on their weights; nothing of their 
provenance, though, as Mr. Poole shows, the copper coinage of the 
Cyrenaica and Cyprus had distinct features of its own, which differentiate 
it from the coinage of Egypt and Phoenicia and make it at least 
questionable how far the weights of coins from the Cyrenaica and 
Cyprus can afford a solution of Egyptian coinage; and with regard 
to the dates he gives only the crude division between coins belonging 
to the period before Philopator and coins belonging to the period after. 
Lastly, M. Revillout’s theory is confessedly incomplete, for he gives us 
only generalizations about ‘les principales séries’ (Letéres, p. 113). 

His generalizations must therefore be tested by the recorded weights 
of the coins as they are found in Mr. Poole’s table. Here of course 
reference is always made to the particular coins, whether the weight 
given represents the average of a particular number, or whether it is 
based on single coins. The coins whose weights are given were selected 
on account of their excellent condition (Catal. Introd., p. xci), and every 
available information about their dates and provenances is placed 
before the reader. Lastly, Mr. Poole gives not only the principal series 
but the exceptional weights which he finds, however difficult they may 
be to reconcile with the classification which he proposes. And if it 
be objected that this contrast is unfair to M. Revillout and that it 
is unreasonable to expect a precise classification from any one who 
is not a trained numismatist, my answer is that M. Revillout, by the 
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republication of his classification unaltered in spite of Mr. Poole’s 
Catalogue, has still chosen to appeal in support of his theory to the 
coins, and to the coins he must go. 

On comparing the facts recorded by Mr. Poole with the general- 
izations of M. Revillout four inconsistencies attract attention: (1) that 
the coins which, according to M. Revillout, not only ought to occur 
but do occur only in the first period, nevertheless occur in the second, 
and vice versa; (2) that some series of coins which M. Revillout 
includes in his * principales s¢ries’ do not occur in Mr. Poole’s table 
at all; (3) that other coins which are extremely common do not occur 
in M. Revillout’s table; (4) that the actual coins by no means stop 
short at the exact point where, on M. Revillout’s theory, their normal 
weights stop short. I will first take the chief instances of each incon- 
sistency and then discuss their combined effect upon M. Revillout’s 
theory. 

The 13 obol of M. Revillout does not occur in Mr. Poole’s table. 
How many examples M. Revillout had before him he does not say, but 
the coin must be extremely rare, since it is not represented in the 
collection of the British Museum. The actual weights of the 1} obol 
are, according to M. Revillout, 1280-1390. There are however coins 
of 1445 and 1413, the first being the average weight of seven Egyptian 
coins assigned by Mr. Poole to Ptolemy Philadelphus. M. Revillout’s 
2 obol does not appear in the British Museum collection, the only coin 
approaching it being a Phoenician coin of 752 grains belonging to 
Euergetes I; but it is very difficult to suppose that this is an example of 
a series whose normal weight rises to 834 grains. The ὃ obol is not, as 
M. Revillout supposes, confined to the first three Ptolemies. Egyptian 
coins of 684 and 656 grains occur in the reigns of Epiphanes and 
Philometor. Therefore, on M. Revillout’s theory of its denomination 
in silver, it must have then been equivalent to 123 copper drachmae. 
Next, the coin whose actual weight, according to M. Revillout, is 
414-445 grains and denomination 8 copper drachmae is not found in 
Mr. Poole’s table, any more than his supposed coin of 387-417 or § obol. 
On the other hand, there is an Egyptian coin belonging to Philopator 
which weighs 486, and there is a very large series of coins of somewhat 
varying weights (325, 368, 332, 323, 330 316, 354, 316, 354, 370), 
enjoying the sole distinction in Mr. Poole’s list of being assigned to 
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every reign from Soter I to Soter IJ, not one of which is found in 
M. Revillout’s list. M. Revillout’s brilliant imagination has at this 
point soared so completely out of the region of facts that it is difficult 
to bring him back to earth at all. 

First as to the supposed coins representing 8 copper drachmae and 
% obol; even admitting their existence, it will be noticed that their actual 
weights, according to M. Revillout, overlap each other, and as numerous 
examples show that M. Revillout’s assignment of certain coins to the 
period before Philopator and certain coins to the period after is quite 
invalid, he has clearly made two series out of one. M. Revillout may 
adopt whichever denomination suits him best; both he cannot have. 
But it is worth while to point out that the one denomination will give 
him an inconvenient fraction of the obol, the other an inconvenient 
fraction of the copper drachma, and that whichever denomination he 
adopts the weights of the other one will be a strong argument against 
his theory of the normal weight of the denomination which he has 
adopted being correct ; and that if his theory of the normal weights will 
not suit the coins, it is not the coins which can be ignored. Secondly, 
to extricate M. Revillout from the inevitable consequences of his remark- 
able blunder in omitting from his list of ‘principales séries’ the very 
commonest series of Ptolemaic coins is not my affair. Nevertheless, the 
least havoc is wrought in his system by supposing—what is from the 
weights the most probable solution—that this series which he has 
omitted represents a normal weight which is half of that series which 
on M. Revillout’s theory is ὃ obol. The omitted series then is 
τς Obol or 6} copper drachmae. That both these fractions are highly 
unsatisfactory, and in fact unintelligible, is of course obvious, but some 
denomination has to be found for these coins between the denominations 
which on M. Revillout’s theory are ὃ obol and 3 obol, and I have been 
unable to find any better explanation than that which I have suggested. 

M. Revillout’s 4 obol may perhaps pass, although the coins do not 
suit it by any means so much as from his statement of their actual weight 
would be supposed, as the majority of those coins which can be 
assigned to this denomination have lower weights than 258 grains. The 
next two denominations present insuperable difficulties. The coins 
whose actual weight is from 207-223 grains are represented in Mr. 
Poole’s table by one series whose average weight is 214, but they all 
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come from Cyprus, and are therefore a very slender foundation for 
founding a theory of the normal weight of Egyptian coins; and it is 
far more probable that these coins are an exceptionally light issue of 
the series which M. Revillout makes his + obol. Between this doubtful 
denomination of 4 copper drachmae weighing 207-223 and his next 
denomination of 4+ obol weighing 129-139 grains, M. Revillout has 
again committed the extraordinary mistake of omitting from his ‘ prin- 
cipales séries’ a whole series of extremely common coins. From 
Euergetes I's reign five coins from Phoenicia and four from Egypt have 
an average weight of 168 grains, while there are two examples of 180 
and 157 ; 171 is the average weight of three coins from Egypt belonging 
to Philopator’s reign, 170 the average of six from Cyprus belonging to 
Epiphanes, and coins ranging from 145-170 are common in the reigns 
of Philometor, Euergetes II, and Soter II with various provenances. 
The extreme commonness of this series was apparently sufficient to 
secure its rejection from M. Revillout’s list of ‘ principales séries,’ 
amongst which are frequently found coins whose very existence may be 
doubted, and which must in any case, since they are not found in the 
magnificent collection of the British Museum, be extremely rare. But 
as this series exists in great abundance, a place has somehow to be 
found for it in M. Revillout’s system, though the stability of that 
ingenious fabric has already become so questionable that a fresh shock 
is likely to prove fatal to it altogether. But the easiest, which is also 
the most probable, theory is to suppose a coin whose denomination is 
half that coin equivalent to 37%; obol or 6} copper drachmae of which 
the insertion in M. Revillout’s system was found to be necessary. This 
series therefore will be 3% obol or 3$ copper drachmae, which is a more 
inconvenient fraction than ever. 

Next to his 3 obol, which, it may be noticed, is much commoner in 
the period after Philopator than before and therefore must be also 
2} copper drachmae, M. Revillout places his copper didrachm of 
104-111 grains. As this coin occurs in Ptolemy III’s reign it must 
then have been τς obol. Next comes his 75 obol, which may pass, 
though whether it can be assigned only to the period before Philopator 
rests on the admissibility or the reverse of coins weighing 67 grains 
from Cyprus in the reign of Philometor, and a similar kind of difficulty 
exists concerning the occurrence of his copper drachma before Philo- 
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pator’s reign, when it would be 25 obol. M. Revillout has by this time 
so effectually led his readers to expect the omission of a more than 
usually common series in his table, that it is not surprising to find no 
mention in it of a number of very common coins weighing 40, 45, 39, 40, 
46, 40, 38, 32, 35, 33, 30 grains of various dates and provenances. The 
simplest explanation of them on his theory is to suppose that most, if 
not all, are half of either his copper didrachm or his τἷς obol, though 
either course is practically fatal to supposing that his theory of their 
normal weights can be correct, and either course involves him in a still 
more inconvenient fraction, both of the obol and of the copper drachma, 
than those which have already been found to be necessary. 

The denominations of the smaller coins are, on any theory, so 
doubtful that it is not worth while to discuss them, beyond pointing out 
the fact that the weight which, on M. Revillout’s theory, represents the 
} copper drachma has not yet been found in coins which can certainly 
be ascribed to Egypt or Phoenicia, and that the period in which the 
coin occurs is precisely that period in which M. Revillout says that it 
does not. 

To sum up the leading objections to M. Revillout’s classification, in 
the first place the only chronological determination which he gives is 
not only misleading but incorrect, and he has therefore found himself 
involved in a number of fractions both of the obol and of copper 
drachmae which are more or less inconvenient and improbable. If 
M. Revillout can show on numismatical grounds why the coins, which 
Mr. Poole assigned both to the period before Philopator and to the period 
after, in reality belong to cither one period or the other, Iam ready to 
accept his division. But if, as seems more probable, his chief, perhaps 
his only, reason for assigning the coins to one period or the other was 
that such a division was necessary for his theory, while giving ready 
credence to this necessity, I cannot treat seriously a division that so 
palpably assumes the whole point which it was required to prove. 
Secondly, the weights of the actual coins are, to postpone other objec- 
tions, very much more irregular than M. Revillout allows. So far from 
the actual weights of most coins corresponding with M. Revillout’s sup- 
posed normal weights, there are considerable variations both above and 
below. If M. Revillout should argue that these irregular coins are the 
exception, my answer is that by suppressing their weights and their 
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numbers compared with those which he says are the ‘ principales séries,’ 
he begs the whole question at issue, and moreover, though the precise 
condition of admission into M. Revillout’s ‘ principales séries’ must 
remain a matter of conjecture, it at any rate had little to do with the 
commonness of the series. 

Thirdly, in order to obtain any approach to a satisfactory classifica- 
tion which will give the ordinary fractions of the obol and the 
intelligible fractions of 20 copper drachmae, M. Revillout’s theory rests 
on several series of coins which are not found in Mr. Poole’s table. 
I do not intend here to discuss the question whether any coin so rare 
that it is not represented in the table of copper coins in the British 
Museum can be made to serve as one of M. Revillout’s ‘ principales 
séries.. When it is known where these coins are, what is their number, 
what their condition, what their precise weight, what their probable date, 
and what their probable provenance, it will be time to discuss them as 
evidence for or against M. Revillout’s and Mr. Poole’s theories. But 
M. Revillout has by the astonishing omissions from his classification 
completely given away his case, and forfeited any right to expect the 
world to accept his generalizations about the weights of coins, whose 
very existence he has not yet proved. 

All the faults of M. Revillout’s system however, amply sufficient 
though they are to show its powerlessness to overcome the difficulties 
with which every system has to contend, pale into insignificance beside 
his extraordinary mistake, in still ignoring in his classification of ‘les 
principales séries’ three series of coins, which were not only three of the 
very commonest series, but were absolutely fatal to the symmetry, and 
therefore to the correctness, of his system. 

Further comment on M. Revillout’s classification is needless, since 
the internal evidence, which is by far the most important, has sufficiently 
condemned it. But for the sake of completeness I will add what 
appears to be a strong external argument against it. 

M. Revillout’s theory supposes the identity of weight between 
20 copper drachmae or one copper ‘argenteus-outen,’ and 20 silver 
drachmae or one silver ‘argenteus-outen, both on the Phoenician 
standard. At first sight there would seem to be no difficulty in sup- 
posing that, as the silver ‘argenteus-outen’ on the Phoenician standard 
was called an argenteus, although it only weighed ξ of the real uten, so 
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the copper ‘ argenteus-outen’ might weigh only 4 of the real uten. There 
is however an essential difference between the two cases, which becomes 
apparent as soon as the origin of the term ‘argenteus,’ i.e. uten, as the 
equivalent of 20 silver drachmae is considered. When Soter began to 
coin silver, his first tetradrachms were, as has been stated, on the Attic 
standard and their normal weight 270 grs. The difference between 20 
silver drachmae and the argenteus-outen of about 1400 grs. is,as M. Re- 
villout himself has occasion to point out, too trifling to be considered. 
When the weight of the silver coins was reduced to the Phoenician 
standard, it was natural that the demotic names continued to be used, 
although the divergence in weight between the real uten and the coins 
called argentei had become serious. 

But this analogy does not hold good for the copper argentei. Here 
there is no question of a coin which once approximately weighed an 
uten and, though diminished in weight, still represented the same 
denomination, but rather of the adoption of new terms to express coins 
whose normal weights, as Mr. Poole remarks, had not diminished. More- 
over there is this difference that while in silver there never were two 
denominations issued simultaneously, one approximately weighing the 
uten the other not, in copper there were, according to M. Revillout’s 
own theory, two series, one corresponding almost exactly to the real 
uten, and another weighing on the average 280 grains less. Yet on 
M. Revillout’s theory it is the latter coin, not the former coin approxi- 
mating to the real uten, which in copper received the name ‘ argenteus’ 
or uten. It may be objected that the ‘nouvel outen monétaire’ repre- 
senting ἐ of the old uten had been for a hundred years in existence ; 
but this hardly alters the difficulty of supposing that one of the most 
conservative nations in the world, a nation whose conservatism is shown 
by nothing clearer than the fact of their preferring with regard to the 
silver coinage an approximately equivalent term in their own language 
to the official term used by their rulers, had in one hundred years so far 
forgotten their ancient and historic weights, that they applied the names 
of argenteus and kati not to classes of coins which were almost, perhaps 
actually, identical with them, but to another series of classes approxi- 
mating in weight much less closely to the real and historic weights. 

At any rate it will hardly be denied that a theory of the copper 
drachma which will make the normal weights of the various denomina- 
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tions correspond closely, if not actually, to the literal meaning of the 
demotic names will possess a great advantage; and it is in fact such 
a theory of the copper drachma which Mr. Poole has adopted, though 
on the evidence of the coins themselves. 


§..7. Lhe theory of the Egyptian standard of the copper coinage. 


Mr. Poole in his Catalogue hesitates between the Egyptian and the 
Attic standard for the copper coins. On p. xxxvii he thinks it is prob- 
ably Egyptian, on p. xci he adopts the Attic in preference on the 
ground that ‘the subdivisions would rather suggest the Attic system, and 
it is unlikely that an Egyptian one would have been forced on the 
inhabitants of Cyprus and the Cyrenaica.’ But he proceeds to say 
‘The difference is too small to be of consequence in the comparison, 
considering the irregularity with which the copper money was struck,’ 
and concludes by referring the reader to M. Revillout’s researches in 
the demotic papyri. In the light of the new information afforded 
by the Greek papyri discovered since 1883, the examination of M. Re- 
villout’s speculations based on the demotic papyri has shown that 
Mr. Poole’s estimate of their value was far too high; and M. Revil- 
lout’s classification of weights, to which I have been unable to find any 
reference in Mr. Poole’s work except on p. xxxvii where he remarks 
that ‘since M. Revillout’s researches doubt has been cast on this 
hypothesis’ (that the copper coinage was on the Egyptian standard), 
has already been disposed of. The theory of the Egyptian standard has 
therefore to be decided by reference to the coins in accordance with the 
facts given in Mr. Poole’s table and by general considerations, but 
without reference to M. Revillout’s theories which cannot now affect it 
either for good or for evil. 

As Mr. Poole concedes that the difference in the normal weights of 
the denominations on the Attic and Egyptian standard is of practically 
no consequence, so that, as far as the coins are concerned, they will suit 
either theory, and as the latter standard is the one which I wish to 
propose as the theoretical standard of normal weights, I will first give 
a table of supposed normal weights, and then explain and, if I can, 
justify the slight modifications which I have ventured to introduce into 


Mr. Poole’s system. It is not necessary here to give the actual weights, 
Hh 
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which the reader will find stated at length in Mr. Poole’s table (Catal. 
p- xcii). 


Denomination Denomination Supposed 
in silver. in copper. normal weight. — 
obol 20 dr. = 1 uten 1400 grains 
4 16 1120 
4 10 700 
2 8 560 
᾿ Γ 350 
+ 4 = I shekel 280 
ἐ 24 175 
το 2 Ξε τ kati 140 
τε τὰ 87:5 
20 1 7° 
3 3 43°75 
τσ 3 35 
er τς 21:87 
80 = 17:5 


In so far as the denominations which I propose are taken direct from 
Mr. Poole’s table, it is not necessary for me to justify them in detail. 
Mr. Poole considered them on the whole the most suitable, and that is 
sufficient. Difficulties and exceptions are of course numerous, as the 
reader will see by referring to Mr. Poole’s table, and difficulties and 
exceptions there must be to every theory of a coinage so irregular. 
The question is—which theory will explain the greatest number of 
coins with the greatest symmetry; and it was because M. Revillout 
could only obtain any approach towards symmetry by ignoring the 
commonest coins, that his theory breaks down. Moreover, exceptions 
are of two kinds, those above a supposed normal weight and those below 
it, and of the two the first class is much the harder to explain. Im- 
poverishment of the Exchequer or frauds on the part of the Mint 
supply an explanation for the frequent issue of coins even far below the 
normal weights, and it is perhaps to causes which are the converse of 
these, to a stop in the appreciation of silver, coinciding with the 
appointment of a liberal director of the Mint, that issues of coins rising 
above the normal weights may be assigned. It must also be taken 
into account that coins often gain weight by oxidization as well as 
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lose it. But the existence of coins above the supposed normal weight 
remains a permanent difficulty. It is therefore to some extent an 
advantage to place the normal weights as high as possible, since in 
that case there are fewer coins above them and more below; and this 
advantage, whatever it be worth, is gained by raising the supposed normal 
weights from the Attic to the Egyptian standard, and substituting 
a 20 drachma piece or uten of 1400 grains for Mr. Poole’s 20 Attic 
drachmae of 1340. Moreover, if it is supposed that 20 Attic drachmae 
were equated to the uten, this hypothesis perhaps helps to explain the 
variations in the weights of the coins which may have been issued 
now according to one system, now according to the other, in the different 
countries. 

Mr. Poole considers the coins whose weights are 1023, 1082, and 
1128 grains to be exceptionally light issues of the 20 drachma piece or 
obol. But though there are great irregularities in the weights of other 
denominations there are none so great as these, and I prefer therefore to 
suppose the existence of another denomination between the obol and 
the 4 obol. As the copper coins have to be explained primarily as 
fractions of the obol, not as fractions of 20 copper drachmae, which were 
afterwards equated to the fractions of the obol, the choice lies between 
4 and 2. The second fraction is in some respects simpler, but its normal 
weight, 1050 grains, does not suit the coins so well as the normal weight 
of the other fraction. Moreover, between the coin whose denomination 
is 4 obol or 10 drachmae and the coin whose denomination is τσ obol or 
a copper didrachm, Mr. Poole sees two series alternating with each other, 
one 3, 3, 4, the other 2,3, 7. For the sake of symmetry therefore it is 
convenient to suppose a $ obol between the obol and the 4 obol, and the 
difficulty of the fraction # is not any greater than that of 2, 3, or τ.» 
I have already pointed out that this second series, 2, +, 75, which is found 
alternating with the easily explicable series of 3, 4, 3, τς, causes the 
principal difficulty in Ptolemaic copper coins, and on this point the 
theory of the Egyptian standard seems to offer a solution. For since, 
as I have said, there are historical analogies for the case of a conquering 
race imposing its own silver coinage on the conquered, but retaining the 
pre-existing system of copper coinage, there is not much difficulty, if the 
theory of the Egyptian standard is correct, in supposing that these 
fractions of the obol, 4, 2, 3, τσ, were issued because they were the 
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fractions of the copper uten to which the Egyptians had from time 
immemorial been accustomed. But the advantage of this explanation, 
the value of which I leave to the consideration of numismatists, is of 
course shared by Mr. Poole’s theory to practically the same degree, 
since whether the normal standard was Egyptian or Attic or both, the 
obol was at least as approximately identical in weight with the uten as 
was the silver ‘argenteus outen’ with the 20 Attic drachmae of which 
in Soter’s reign it was the equivalent. 

The fact seems to have been that there were two series of fractions, 
one for Greeks representing the normal fractions of the Attic obol, the 
other for Egyptians representing fractions of the uten. The Greek 
papyri naturally mention only chalci or the Greek fractions of the obol. 
With regard to the demotic names of the copper coins, it is for demotic 
scholars to decide whether the copper coins representing in weight the 
uten and its subdivisions, shekels and kati, were in the third century 
ever called utens, shekels and kati of copper, as they were called in the 
second, or whether they were treated only as fractions of the silver kati. 
In the latter case, it is probable that mentions of the Egyptian series of 
fractions 2, 3, zs of the obol or 34, το» τσ of the kati will be found in 
demotic accounts of the third century corresponding to 2 shekels, 
1 shekel, and 1 kati, which are found in demotic papyri of the second. 

Between his didrachm of 135 grains and his drachma of 67-5 
Mr. Poole places a supposed 13 drachma weighing 101-25, which would 
be 105 on the Fgyptian standard. Both these normal weights are some- 
what high, for the actual coins weigh 100, 92-5, 85 Phoenicia: 80, 75 
Egypt: 85 Cyrenaica: 96 Phoen.: 79 Cyprus: 80 Eg.: gt Cyren: 
70, 87 Cyr. I have therefore preferred to make the supposed normal 
weight of this series 87-5, i.e. half the coin weighing 175, and double the 
coin of which Mr. Poole considers the normal weight to be 45, while on 
my theory its normal weight is 43:75. These modifications which I 
have suggested have perhaps an advantage in making the denominations 
descend more regularly, and, provided that they will suit the coins, the 
fractions τς and οἷς obol are more convenient than «ὃ; and Ξῦ’ 

The next coin is on Mr, Poole’s Attic standard ἃ drachma or εἰσ obol, 
and on mine εἷς obol or $ copper drachma, the difference between our 
supposed normal weights for it being just over } grain. But the fixing 
of all these small denominations below the drachma must remain largely 
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a matter of conjecture, as even a slight irregularity of weight in the 
coins is sufficient to make it uncertain to what series it should be 
assigned. The important thing is to fix the larger denominations, 
and on all the essential points the theory of the Egyptian standard 
is perfectly consistent not only with Mr. Poole’s facts, but with the 
conclusions which he draws from them. Whether the few slight 
modifications in his system suggested by an amateur like myself have any 
value is a question which I leave to the consideration of numismatists, 
who alone can decide it. But if my suggested improvements are found 
unsatisfactory, their rejection will only bring out into still clearer relief 
the authority attaching to the illustrious numismatist’s own system and 
to his condemnation of M. Revillout’s. 

There is one point which although already stated, will bear repetition, 
that the Ptolemaic copper coins must, if not in the order of time yet in 
the order of thought, be explained as fractions of the obol before they 
are explained as copper drachmae. My reason for insisting on this is 
that Mr. Poole in his list of supposed denominations was clearly to some 
extent influenced by M. Revillout’s erroneous but generally accepted 
theory that copper played a very unimportant part in Egypt before 
Philopator and the period of copper drachmae. As Mr. Poole does 
not in his Catalogue commit himself to any theory of the exchange 
ratio, it was natural that he should look at the copper coins as multiples 
of the Attic drachma, since he makes no statement about the weight of 
a copper obol. But the coins were obols and fractions of obols long 
before they were copper drachmae, and though it is necessary for 
purposes of argument to begin with them as copper drachmae, it is 
as far back as the reign of Philadelphus that the true meaning of the 
weights is found in that equation of the obol with the uten of copper, 
which, following equally from Mr. Poole’s theory of the Attic standard 
or mine of the Egyptian, appears to offer the least difficult, the most 
symmetrical, and the most satisfactory classification of the coins. 

This brings me to the last question to be considered, the origin of the 
copper coinage. For the reign of Soter there are only a few demotic 
papyri containing no mention of copper, and a certain number of copper 
coins, which, so far as their provenances can be ascertained, are assigned 
by Mr. Poole with a few exceptions to the Cyrenaica or Cyprus. How 
far therefore these coins can be accepted as evidence for the Egyptian 
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coinage may well be doubted, for, if there is any appreciable difference 
between Egyptian or Phoenician coins and those from the Cyrenaica or 
Cyprus, it is that the Egyptian and Phoenician coins tend to be somewhat 
heavier on the average, so that the Attic rather than the Egyptian 
standard is the more suitable for Cyprus and the Cyrenaica, in addition 
to the argument brought by Mr. Poole of the improbability that an 
Egyptian standard would be forced on the outlying Greek dependencies. 
But a comparison of these copper coins assigned to Soter’s reign with 
the coins from the Cyrenaica and Cyprus of a later date shows that the 
normal weights did not materially alter after Soter’s reign, and it may 
therefore be conjectured that copper in Egypt, so far as it was used in 
Soter’s reign, was on the same standard as it was afterwards. 

The circumstances of that reign were of course exceptional. The 
conquests of Alexander had poured on the Hellenistic world the vast 
treasures of the East, of which Soter had secured his full share. 
Necessarily for a time silver was much cheapened, and as Soter could 
afford at first to issue his tetradrachms on the Attic standard, the copper 
coins which were actually or approximately on the Attic standard, 
stood during that period at the ratio of 120:1. But the period of 
cheap silver during which even the obol seems to have been coined 
in silver, since the large copper coins representing the obol are not 
assigned by Mr. Poole to an earlier date than Philadelphus’ reign 
and there are a few very small silver coins which may be assigned to 
that of Soter, soon passed away. Soter first reduced his silver coins 
to the Rhodian standard, bringing the ratio between silver and copper 
up to 140:1, and finally reached the Phoenician standard for silver 
with a ratio of 150: 1, maintained in reality by Philadelphus and 
Euergetes, but only in name by their successors, who, as has been 
explained, adopted the alternative of debasing the silver down to the 
market ratio in preference to that of reflecting the market ratio in 
a pure coinage of diminished weight. 


§ 8. Conclusion. 


Of M. Revillout’s two brilliant and elaborate fabrics, based on his 
interpretation of the demotic papyri and his classification of the coins, by 
the glamour of which he has stood forth in the eyes of Europe since 
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1882 as the chief authority on the subject, what remains? The first 
has in the light of the new information afforded by the Greek papyri 
assumed an aspect so changed as to be hardly recognizable; while of 
the second a comparison with the recorded facts has left hardly one 
stone standing. In bidding farewell to M. Revillout’s ingenious but 
unsound speculations, the conclusion of the whole matter is this: that 
the science of numismatics is concerned with actual, not with imaginary 
coins, and that if M. Revillout had been anxious not to risk his high 
place in the long roll of the illustrious successors of Champollion, he 
would have left questions of coinage to the numismatist, or, when he 
had to discuss them, he would at any rate have listened, and listened 
humbly, to what the numismatist has to say. 

The evidence for the solution of the three problems which 1 pro- 
posed at the beginning of this essay has now been reviewed. With 
regard to the discount on copper and the standard metal in use at 
various periods the papyri have provided the material for an approximate 
generalization, which was both confirmed and explained by the history 
of the silver and copper coinage. Both papyri and coins were found 
to converge towards the exchange ratio of 120:1; though they have 
not yet finally reached the goal. Lastly the two divisions of the third 
question, the ratio between silver and copper as metals and their ratio 
as coins, were found to be practically one question, the answer to which 
is that from the time of Philadelphus the rate was either in reality 
or name approximately 150:1; and the answer to this problem is 
sufficient to convert, at least provisionally, the whole system of Ptole- 
maic coinage, of which the outline as complete as the evidence will 
allow has been given in these pages, into a consistent whole. 

Much still remains to be done. The publication of detailed and 
accurate catalogues of the Ptolemaic copper coins in other European 
collections on the lines of Mr. Poole’s great work will probably go far 
to solve many of the difficulties of classification which have yet to 
be overcome. The demotic papyri may be expected to give some 
new and much confirmatory evidence for the extensive use of copper 
before Philopator and the problems connected with it. But it is from 
Greek papyri, especially of the reigns of Philopator and Epiphanes, 
when taken in conjunction with the coins, that most will probably 
some day be learnt, since it is there, if anywhere, that an instance of 
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the conversion of silver drachmae into copper drachmae is most likely 
to be found. 

It is even possible that the final solution of some of the problems 
may be within reach. Prof. Flinders Petrie has handed over to me 
for publication the remainder of the vast Petrie collection, which 
exceeds in bulk, though it falls short in importance, the selections 
already published by Prof. Mahaffy. Many of these papyri, it has 
now appeared from the occurrence in the collection of documents dated 
as late as P. P. xlvi, might belong to the reigns of Philopator and 
Epiphanes, and the cursory examination which I have made of them 
has shown me that many of them probably belong to the end rather 
than the middle of the third century, and has resulted in my publishing 
those printed in App. ii, of which the last is of the utmost importance 
for the history of the coinage. To the further examination of this 
collection, supplemented by the papyrus mummy cases of the same 
period, which I found at Gurob last spring but have not yet had time 
to open, I propose, with the aid of Mr. A. 5. Hunt, to devote myself 
in the course of the next few years, in the hope of making more com- 
plete the answer here given in outline to the questions of the coinage, 
the solution of which must always, as Lumbroso has observed, form 
the basis of a correct understanding of Ptolemaic political economy. 

I conclude by thanking Profs. Wilcken, Gardner, and Mahaffy who 
have kindly revised the proofs of this Appendix, and who, I may 
add, have expressed their agreement with the general theory which 
I have proposed. 
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απεχειν 17. 2. 

απογραφειν 14. 3; 26. 1, 6, 15; 27. 
9, 16; 29.2; 88.9,15; 36. 4,17; 
49.10; 50.21; 51.7, 17; 52.14; 
78.4; 85.10; 86.12; Fr. 2 (d) 
1,2; Fr. 6 (4) το. 

απογραφὴ 14.2; 86. 11, 13. 


αποδεικνυειν 26. 4,ὃ ; 27.153 41. 3; 
54.8; 57.8; 59.9; 75.2; 87.9. 

απυδειξις 80. 15. 

αποδιδοναι 19. 12, 13, 14; 25. 12: 
29. 14, 17; 82. 17; 88. 21; 85. 
2,4; 41. 25; 45.8; 46.18; 50. 
18; 84.7; 91.9; 108. 9. 

αποδοχιον 81. 1,19; 82.2; 54.18. 

αποκαθαρσις 39. 10. 

αποκαθισταναι 17. 5. 

αποκομιζειν 80. 20. 

απολειπειν 47. 5, 7. 

απομοιρα 25. 12, 153 27. 3,17; 28. 
τὰς; 80. 18, 20, 21; 81.1, 3; 82. 
9, 17, 20. 

αποπραμα 18. τό. 

αποστελλειν 18. 6; 87. 6; 51. 22; 
δά. 17. 

αποσφραγισμα 81. 17, το; 40. 2, 5; 
84. 5. 

αἀποτιθεναι 50. 17 ; 53.5; 56. 21. 

anotivew 11. 2, 5, 9; 18.12; 15. I, 
9,14; 19. 14; 20.3; 21.5; 25. 
16; 26.9; 31.2; 33.16; 40. 6; 
41.6; 48. 8; 44.16; 45. 9,15; 
46.6; 47.7; 49. 8, 20; 50. 18; 
51. ὃ; 55. 23; 56. I1; 75. 3; 
84.8; Fr. 2 (c) 5; Fr. 6 (4) 5. 

ampaxtos 49, 23. 

apyos 46. 12; 47. 4. 

apyuptov 24, 12; 87. 18; 89. 17; 
46.6; 47.8; 75.6; 77. 2. 

ἀριστος 82. 15. 

apovpa 82. 12; 86. 5; 41. 6, 18 δὲς ; 
42. 9; 48. 4; 51. 7; 59. 6, ὃ: 
61-72 sacp.; 87. 6. See also 
Index of Symbols. 

aptaBn 89. 2,6 bis; 46.16; 59.14; 
61-72 sacp. See also Index of 
Symbols. 

apxipvdakitys 37. 5. 

apxwvew 14. 3. 

apxwvns 10. 10; 11]. 143; 18. 4, 7; 
14. 2,9; 84. 15, 18. 
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ασινὴης 26. 5. 

ασφραγιστος 7.1; 28.13; 47. 5, 6. 

areAns 28. 18; 29. 1; 48. 11; 52. 
26; 83. 8. 

αὐθημερον 20. 9; 26. 15; 48. 9; 
56. II. 

αφαιρετος 55. 1. 

αφοριζειν (η αφωρισμενὴ) 58. 5; 60. 
10; 61. I, 3. 


βασιλευειν 1.1; 24. 1. 

βασιλεὺυς 12. 4: 18.13; 86.13; 87. 
2; 49. 20; 51. 22; 86. 10; 98. 
6; 97. 2. 

βασιλικος. To Bao. 5. 1: 11. 3, 9; 
13.12; 15. 1,14; 20.3; 28.14; 
31.16; 84. 7; 40. 7; 41.9; 45. 
το; 47.8; 49. 8; 50. 8; 51.9; 
54.71,13; 58.9; 60.17; 75.7; 
77. 4; 85. 2; 87. 6,10; 97. 9; 
98.10; Fr.4(4)9. τα Bao. 15. 
4; 20. 11,15; 74. 2; Bac. γραμ- 
parevs 88. 9; 86. 3; 87. 4, 19. 
Bac. ελαιουργια 49.16. Bac. ορκος 
27. 6, 14. Bac. tpame(a 82. 13; 
84. 17; 48.10; 75.1. 

BdaBos 11.6; 26. 10; 88. 18; 45. 
18; 46.6; 49.9; 51.11. 

βλαπτειν 12. 4. 

βουλεσθαι 2. 2; 14. 4: 20. 2; 21. 
13; 25.1.4; 26.7; 28.10; 89. 
8; 40.17; 41.17; 50.1; 51.12; 

_ 55.19; 87.13; 88. 7. 

Bvoowos 108. I. 


γένημα 24.15; 27.7, 15; 28.18; 
30. 14, 18; 82. το; 36. 6, 8, 17, 
18; 87.15; 42.12; 45. 2. 

yevikos 18. 13. 

yevos 42. 12,17; 48.6; 54. 23. 

γεωμετρειν 41. 5. 

γεωργειν 86. 15; 87. 12. 

yewpyos 24. 15; 25. 4, 8, 15; 26. 
11, 15; 27. δ» 9; 12, 14) 28. 9; 


133 29. 15,17; 30. 7, 9, 19, 213 
81. 15, 20; 82. 7, ὃ, 143 86. 7; 
89. 8, 13, 19; 40. 4; 42. 5, 11; 
43. 2,4, 7, 10, 24: 46. 10. 

yn 86. 8,17; 48. 12. 

γινεσθαι 8. 1; 9. ὃ; 14. 14; 16. 5, 
8; 17. 11; 211,14; 24.4; 25. 
12; 28.6,14; 80.21; 34. 8,18; 
86. 1 δίς; 87. 7, 8, τό; 48. 13; 
45. 17; 51. 20; 58. 24; 55. 12, 
23; 56.19; 61-72 saep.; 107.6; 
Fr. 5 (2) 6, (d) 3. 

youos 54, 9. 

Γορπιαιος 57. 43 59. 3. 

γραμμα 9. 6. 

γραμματευειν 36. 4. 

ypapparevs, see βασιλικος γραμματευς. 

γραφειν 7.3; 9.6, 8; 11.7; 15.13, 
16; 21. 3,7; 22.3; 25. 14; 29. 
10; 80. 9, 17; 83. τό; 36. 1; 
89. 17; 42. 15; 48. 9; 45. 14; 
48. 15; 49. 3; 52. 28; 58. 10; 
54. 22; 55.1,3; 74. 3; 77.1, 23 
87. 6; 91. 4; 108. 4; 104. 2; 
Fr. 2 (g) 5; Ετ. 6 (7) το. 

γραφη 12. 3; 51. 22. 


Δαισιος 86. 2. 

δανειζειν 78. 1, 2, 3. 

δει 18. 1; 18. 14,17; 82. 9, 17; 
36.9; 87.6; 41. 10,25; 47. 14; 
61-72. saep.; 77. 3. 

δεικνυειν (Ὁ) 89. 14. 

δεκαπεντε 12. 17. 

dexatos 9. 3; 16. 4; 18.123; 24. Io. 

δέχεσθαι 56. 5. 

δηλουν 80. 14. 

διαγιγνωσκειν 14. 1: 49. 20; 98.6: 
97. 2. 

διαγραμμα 89. 17; 49. 3; δ8. 11; 
55. I, 3; 78. τ; 108. 2. 

διαγραφειν 18. 3; 82. 11; 84. 22; 
48. 7, 20 ; 77. 4. 

διαδηλουν 16. 17. 
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διαθεσις 58. 19; 60. 22, 25; 61-72 
sacp. 

διαλογιζεσθαι 16.2; 18. 5,12; 20. 
I, 11; 84.12; 54. 21. 

διαλογισμος 16. I, 15, 16; 17. 17; 
18. 7,13; 20. 5, 8; 84. 9. 

διαστελλειν 86. 7. 

διατιθεναι 48. 4. 

διατιμαν Ὧ6. το; 51. 11; 55. 24. 

διατιμησις 55. 24. 

διδοναι 14. 16; 18. 2; 20. 7,93 27. 
5; 80. 18; 81. 20; 82. ὃ, 15; 
33. 5; 86. 10,18; 87. 11, 15, 18; 
89. ὃ; 40. 3,4; 41.16; 48. 3, 6, 
25; 48.12; 51.23; 54. 8; 55. 
13,16; 56.20; 57. 11,16; 59. 
12,18; 76.9; 77. I, 3; 84 33 
Fr. 2 (2) τ ; Fr. 6 (2) 8, 9. 

διεγγυασθαι 14. 153; 15. 2. 

διερχεσθαι 18. Io. 

δικαίως 27.17; 88. 153; 86. 11. 

δικη 88. 16; 84. 8. 

διμηνον 51. 16. 

διοικειν 15. 4; 24.9 des, 17; 25. 5; 
26.2; 80.14, 16; 38.3; 37.13; 
41. 8; 42. ὃ; 44. 11; 49. 11; 
55. II. 

διοικησις 18.8; 19.6,7,15; 82.11; 
41.13, 24; 46.5; 51.23; 88.1; 
90. 8. 

διοικητης 23. 3; 88. 3; 86. 6, 7. 

διορθουν 16. 13; 18. 14; 28. 21; 
88. 6: 88. 2; 56.15; Fr. 1 (6) 2. 

διορθωμα 57. 1; 59. 1. 

Διος 84. 53; 57. 9. 

διπλους 25.15; 29.9; 838. 18; 42. 
15; 45. 12, τᾶ; 46. 7; 55. 25; 
56. 13. 

διχομηνια 56. 18. 

δουλος 15. 7. 

δραχμὴ 12. 15, 16, 17, 18; 15. 9; 
89.14; 46. 20. See also Index 
of Symbols. 

δυνατος 48. 9. 


δωδεκαχοὺυς 40. 11; 45. 4. See also 
Index of Symbols. 
δωρεα 86.15; 48. 11; 44. 3. 


εγβαινειν 58. 8; 60. 15. 

eyypade 17. 13. 

ἐγγυητὴς 11. 15; 20. 7. 

eyyvos 17.133; 19.3; 22. 7; 34. 2, 
19; 56.14; Fr. 6 (a) 8. 

εἐγδεια 17. 1, 8, 113 84.17; 45. 16; 
41. 9. 

ἐγκαλειν 8. 4; 86. 8. 

εγκαταλειπειν 53. 12. 

ἐγκλημα 21. ΤΙ, 13. 

εγλαμβανειν 29.13; 73. 5. 

εγλογιστῆς 18. 9; 37. 12. 

εἰδως 44. 15. 

εἰκοστος 98. 8. 

εἰσαγειν 50. 7, ὃ; 54. 7 dis, ὃ, το; 
59. 19. 

εισαγωγεὺυς 15. 5. 

εἰσδιδοναι 88. 7. 

εἰσιων 57.73; 59. 8. 

εισπρασσειν 19.153 21.73; 31.14; 
a 12,23; 49.22; 54.11; 98. 


exaotos 7.4; 12.14; 138.1; 16. 3; 
17. 53 18. 2, 4,16; 19.1; 20.7; 
21.15; 25.9; 26.14; 80. 6, 12, 
16; 81. 18; 82.9; 88.11, 17; 
84. 16, 19; 86. 4, 16; 87. 17; 
40.4; 41.8; 42.12, 16,17; 44. 
5, 8,17; 45.20; 46.16; 47. 8, 
12, 17; 48. 4, 6 dzs,14; 50. 9, 
11, 18, 23; 51. 10; 53. 5, 18; 
54. 11, 233; 57.9; 58.1; 59.10; 
60. 3; 75.4; 84.7; 86.2; Fr. 
4 (a) 6. 

εκθεμα 26.13; 38.10; 57. 5; 59. 4. 

εκκεισθαι 57.53; 59. 5; 108. 3. 

exkAntos 21, 10, 15. 

ἐκπίπτειν 29. 19. 

extn 24. 5,12; 29. 10,17; 33. 21 
bis; 86.9, 18; 37. 7, 16. 
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εκτιθεναι 9.2; 48.15; 58. 11. 

ἐλαικὴ 438.15; 50. 15,19; 54.14; 
57. 2, 3; 58. 3; 59. 1,2; 60.7; 
69. 6; 72. 16. 

eAaov 40.9; 41.12; 45. 2, 3; 47. 
2,14; 48.4; 49. 18, 21; 51. 5, 
12, 21,24; 52. 1, 10, 13, 22, 24, 
26; 58. 2,17, 20,27; 54. 8, 9, 
10, 16; 55. 7, 15,19; 57. 16, 18, 
19; 58. 2; 59.19, 20, 21; 60. 
4, 16. 

ελαιουργειν 50. 20; 51. 15. 

ελαιουργιον, 44. 4; 45.13; 49. 16; 
50. 23; 55. 20; 58.6; 60. 12. 

eXaovpyos 44. ὃ, 14, 17 b7s; 45. 3, 
5, ὃ, το; 46. 10, 13; 47. 1, 6; 
49.1; 55.11; 56. 19. 

ἐλασσον 28. 5; 46.15; 50.12; 52. 
2.12, 16; 57.8; 59. 8. 

eAeyxew 88. 17. 

ελλειπειν 15. 15; 57. 10, 16; 59. 
11, 18. 

εμπολαν 29. 14. 

εἐμποριον 9. 2; 93.11; 107. I. 

ἐμπορὸς 52. 25; 77. 7; 91. 5, 8; 
102. 2. 

εμπροσθεν 82. 7; 48. 14. 

εναντιον 25.6; 80.10; 48.2; 50. 
153 51. 15; 54. 22. 

ενδεικνυειν 54, 10. 

evexev 56. 9. 

ἐνιαυτὸς 84. 20; 87. 16,183; 51. 17. 

ενίσταναι 16. 8. 

ἐννομιον Fr. 4 (71) 8; Fr. 6 (c) 5, 
14, (4) 7. 

evvopos Fr. 5 (a) 2. 

εγοφειλειν 18.173 19. 2,9, 10, 11; 
81. 3. 

evoxos 20. IO. 

evtos 4.1; 6.25 56. f. 

efayew 57. 14. 

εξαιρειν 101. 1. 

εξειμι 58. 12. 

εἐξερχεσθαι 48. 9. 


εξεστι ἃ. 4; 6.1; 14. το; 29. 12; 
80. 9; 51. 24; δ2. 7; 55. 25; 
56.7; 75.53; 76.53; Fr. 2 (6) 7. 

e€eracew 10. 3; 25. 10; 40. 19. 

εξορκιζειν 56. 12. 

efovota 89.19; 54. 6. 

εξω 41.13; 48. 2; 50. 8. 

ἐπαγγελλειν 24. 17; 80. 7; 42.4; 
Fr. 2 (4) 7. 

επακολουθειν 57. 223 60. 1. 

εἐπαναγκαζειν 46. 13. 

emavTAntos 24. ὃ. 

ἐπάνω 16. 5, 9, 16, 18; 17. 1. 

εἐπελλυχνιον 40. 10, 12; 55. 9. 

ἐπέρχεσθαι 42. 8. 

ἐπέχειν 4. 33 17. 6. 

επιβαλλειν 19. 1; 26. 5,8; 29. 14; 
84. 6, 16,193; 56. 17. 

επιγενημὰ 17. 2, 4, 11, 12; 19. 4; 
84. 14, 15; 41. 11; 55. 10,14; 
57.17, 20; 59. 19, 23. 

επιγραφειν 19. 4. 

επιδεικνυειν 25. 23 26. 6, 16; 49. 
12; 51.1, 7. 

επιδιαγραφειν 84. 14. 

επιζημιος 7. 6. 

επιθαλασσιος 98. 5. 

επικηρυσσειν 48. 13. 

επικρινειν 28. 6, 7; Fr. 2 (6) 5. 

επικωλυειν 80. 7; 46. 2. 

emtAoyevety 4. 3; 6.1; 8. 4. 

επιλογευσις 19. 12. 

ἐπιμελὴς 37. 7. 

εἐπιμισγειν 58. 17; 29. 1. 

επιπαραριθμειν 76. 2. 

επισημαινειν 44. I. 

επισκοπειν 19. 8; 88. 2. 

επιστελλειν 44. 15. 

ἐπιστολὴ 92. 3. 

επιτιμὸν 48. 8; 85. 1,7; Fr. 4 (6) 
6, (c) 8. 

επιτρεπειν 44. Q. 

εἐπιων 17. 2. 

εἐργαζεσθαι 46. 14: 49. 5. 
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epyacia 49. 6. 

εργαστηριον 44. I, 5; 45. 20; 46. 
11; 47.4; 50. 24; 51.1. 

ερικος 108. 2. 

ερρωσθε 86. 2; 37. 9. 

etepos 7.13 16. 10, 11; 27. 11. 

eros 24. 23 BY. 5; Fr. 6 (1) 7. See 
also Index of Symbols. 

εὐδοκεῖν 29. 8. 

ευρισκειν 41. 5; 48. 16; 49. 16; 
56. 7. 

εφεικοστος 84. 3; 56. 15. 

εφισταναι 48. 6, 14. 

εφοδος 10. 1, 16; 12. 17. 

εφοραν 25. I. 

exe 4. 3; 18. 33 27. 125 81. 3; 
36.12; 37.10; 89.19; 43. 12; 
58. 27; 54.7; 85. 3; 88. 6; 
96.1. εχομένος 16.15; 18. 11; 
84.20; 56.17. ex. THY ὠνὴν or 
tas ὠνὰς 10.13; 16.3; 18.1, 10; 
20.1; 25.1,16; 26.9; 27.1; 
28. 3,15; 29. 13,16,20; 34.13; 
41.9; 42.7, 14; 46.8; 49. 14, 
Ig, 20; 50.15; 51.19; 52.4; 
58. 4, 23; 54. 21; 55.25; 57. 
23; 60.1; 84.1, 2,6,9; 85. ὃ; 
107.93 Fr 3 (7) 1. 

ews 10. 14; 18.13; 84. 5; 387.14; 
55. 22. 


ᾧγειν 55. 19, 20; 56. 1, 7, 8. 
ζητησις 58. 17, 233 56. 4,9, 13. 


ἡ μην 58. 8. 

ἡγεέμων 37. 3. 

ἡμέρα 4. 1,2; 6.33 9.1,5; 15.16; 
19. 12; 29. 15; 82. 7; 88. 16, 
Il; 84. 2,4; 35.4; 48. 5; 46. 
13,15; 47.15; 48. 10, 15, τό; 
49.12; 50.10, 14,19; 53. 6,7; 
56. 1,16; 75.3,4; 81. 4; 86. 
I, 23 98. 10. 

ημερολεγδον 4. 1. 


ἡμιόλιος 54. 2. 
θυσια 86. 19. 


ἰδιος 16. 14; 19. 3; 82. 10; 52. 13, 
251 Bt. ὁ (7) 2. , 

tepevs 87. 17; 106. 3; 107. 4. 

tepov 33. 14, 20; 37.15; 50. 20, 24; 
51. 9, 12, 21, 25; 56. 8. 

tepos 86. ὃ. 

txavos 82.4; 40. 17; 48. 16; 44. 
6; 45. 14. 

immapxos 37. 2. : 

imwtnptov 49. 6, 13; 51. 1, 2. 

toos 89. 12; 57. 17, 21; 59. 19, 24. 

toTrava. 16. 4; 18. 12. 

totos 90. 4; 94. 2, 5. 


καθαιρειν 39. 9. 

καθαπερ 29.93; 52. 27. 

καθαρος 89. 3, 4, 5, ὃ. 

καθήκειν 41. 14. 

καθισταναι 8.23; 18.1; 21. 4, 6,8; 
29.5: 81.18; 34.2; 44.4; 45. 
7,13; 46.8; 47. το; 48.1; 51. 
19; 52.27; 54. 20; 56.14; Fr. 
6 (a) 12. 

καθοτι 28.7; 45. 13; 55.16; 74. 
3; Fr. 4 (πη) 2. 

καθως 21. 3. 

καλειν 8. 3; 21.12, 16; 85. 3. 

καπηλος 47. 11; 48. 3, 7. 

καρπιμος 55. 20. 

καρπος 29. 13, 18; 84. το; 48. 5. 

καταβαλλειν 48. το; 52. 15, 18, 23; 
74.2; 75. 5. 

καταβλαπτειν 40. 8; 45. 11, 15. 

καταγραφὴη 84. 4. 

καταδικαζεσθαι 5. 2. 

καταλαμβανειν 48. 5. 

καταπροίεναι 27. 11. 

κατασκευὴ 45. 20; 46. 11. 

κατασπειρειν 41.6; 42. τό; 57. 8; 
59. 9. 
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κατατασσειν 44. 9. 

καταχρῆσθαι 50. 14. 

καταχωριζειν 16. 14; 19. το; 27. 7, 
10; 28.15; 81.15; 48.1; 52. 
21; 54. 13. 

κατεργαζεσθαι 45. 3; 46. 14; 49. 
17; 51. 12, 16, 24; 55. 1; 56. 
20; 57.19, 22; 59. 22,25; 61- 
72 sacp. 

katepyov 21.2; 46.2; 58.25; 55. 
15; Ετ. 6 (4) 14. 

κατοικειν 26. 15. 

κεραμιον 32. 3: 55. 4. 

κεραμος 82. 2, 3, 8, 14, 16; 58. 21. 

κικι 40. 10,12, 15, 16; 41.123 47. 
14; 48. 4; 49.18; 51.18, a1; 
53. 8, 14, 20, 21,273 55.73 57. 
18, 21; 58. 2; 59. 21, 24; 60. 
5,17. 

κληρος 24. 73; 86. 12. 

κληρουχος 86. 12. 

κνήκινος 40. 10; 49.18; 53.15, 22; 
55. 8. 

Kynkos 89. 5,12; 42.4; 48.18; 44. 
6; 46.17, 20; 49. 17; 53. To, 
17; 55. 5. 

κοινων 10. 10; 11. 15; 14. το, 16; 
18. 2. 

κοινωνειν 18. 10; 15. 25 22. 2. 

κολαζειν 15. 7. 

κολοκυνθινος 89.6; 40. το, 12; 58. 
22; 55. 6,9; 57.18; 58.2; 59. 
21; 60. 5. 

κομιζειν 28. 13; 29.15; 381. 19, 21; 
82.16; 41.19; 42.13; 48. 16; 
48.8; 52.13, 27, 29; 58. 13. 

κοπευς 45. 5. 

κοσκινον 39. 9. 

KoTvAn 40. 13, 15. 

κρινειν 46. 4; 90. 9. 

Kpotwy 39. 3,12, 15, 20; 41. 11,15, 
18, 21,26; 42.43; 48.14, 17, 21, 
23; 44.6; 46.17,19; 49. 17; 
53. 6, 8, 10,17; 55.5; 57. 6.10, 


11, 13, 14, 15, 21; 58.1, 4; 59. 
7; 11, 13, 14, τό, 18, 25; 60. 4, 
10, 20; 61-72 saep. 

κτασθαι 29. 2; 33.19; 86. 14. 

κτημα 37. 14, 17. 

κυριευειν 8. 23 46. το. 

κυριως 80. 6. 

κυρουν 48. 17. 

κωμαρχῆς 40. 2, 3, 5. 

κωμὴ 26.14; 29.6; 81.18; 40. 6, 
19; 48.12; 44.3; 48. 4,6, 17; 
54.12; 75.1; 85.11; Fr. 6 (2) 
5, 8. 


λαμβανειν 6.2; 10.12; 11.1; 12. 
2; 16.13; 22.2,4; 32.14; 84. 
7; 36.13; 37.17; 39.13; 40. 
4; 41.10; 45.5; 47.14; 51.18; 
52. 16,19; 58.18,19; 54. 7,30; 
57. 17, 21, 22; 58.7; 59. 20, 24, 
25; 60. 14; 75.6; 76.4; 88. 
10; 97.6; Fr. 4 (6) 5; Fr. 6 
(1) 2. 

Aaos 42. 11, τό. 

λεια Pe τ (4) 1; Frog (4) 4; Fe 
6 (6) 15. 

Anvos 26. 12; 81. 24. 

Λιβυαρχης 87. 5. 

Awos 89. 7; 55.6; 57.19; 59.22; 
87. 3,53; 95.93 102. 6; 103. 6. 

Aoyevery 4. 1; 89.143 52. 20. 

λογευμα 8. 5; 12.13; 56. 15. 

λογευτηριον 11. 13. 

AoyeuvTns 9. 2; 10. 1; 11. 16; 12. 
12, 14: 18.2; 16.113; 52. 27. 
Aoyos 7. 3; 15. 16; 80.19; 88. 7; 

50. 13; 52. 3, 12, 16. 

λοιπος 10. 16; 18. 17; 19. 43 21. 
13; 86. 9,14; 42.11; 43.14; 
55.4; 88. 4; 88.11; 103.11; 
105. 8. 

Λωιος 88. 1. 


μαγειρος 50. 14. 
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μαρτυς 7. I. 

μελλειν 26. 4; 50. 9. 

μενειν 88.1. 

μεριζειν 45. 2,93 55.110, 14: 107. 3. 

μερος 5. 2: 17. 3; 19. 2; 107. 7. 

Μεσορὴη 57. 5; 59. 4; 88. 1; Fr. 
4 (ἢ) 4. 

μεταβολος 47.12; 48. 3, 7. 

μεταπορευεσθαι 44. 10. 

μεταφερειν 16. 10; 17. 12, 14, 16 
bis; 49. 15. 

μετερχεσθαι 44. τι. 

μετεχειν 14. LI, 13. 

μετοχη 14. το; 84. 16. 

μετοχος 84. 12, 13, 15, 19. 

petpey 25. 8; 48.7; 57. 20; 59. 
22. 

μετρητης 40. 11,13, 15, 16; 45.4; 
50. 12; 52. 2. See also Index 
of Symbols. 

petpov 25. 8, 12; 40. 19. 

Μεχειρ 86. 3; Fr. 6 (¢) το. 

μηδαμοθεν 52. 9. 

μην 12. 15, 16, 18; 16. 4, 8; 18. 7, 
11; 34.5; 88.1; 47.18; 48. 5, 
14; 54. 22; 66.17; 57.4; 59.3; 
86.9; Fe (7) 5; Fo 4 (0) 4; 
Fr. 6 (c) 9, το, 11. 

μητροπολις 48. 16; Fr. 4 (Δ) 8. 

μισθὸς 12.14; 45. 11; 55. 13, 16. 

μισθουν 54. 12. 

μνα 14.13; 15.13; 20. 3; 25. 3. 

μολυβὸΪ 75. 8. 


ναυτεια 85. 6. 

νεμειν Fr. 2 (g) 6. 

νικαν 23. 16; 84. 8. 

νομαρχης 87.3; 41.1, 7,16; 42. 5, 
6,193 48. 4; Fi 4 (@) 5. 

νομὸς = law 4. 8; 15. 12; 20. 6; 
21. 3,11, 14,15; 25.15; 26.7; 
29.10; 30.6, 9; 52.28; 57.1; 
59. 1; 80. 2; 81.1,3; 84. 8; 
Pr 4 (4) 3. 


νομος = nome 82. 13; 33.12; 86. 
4 bis; 87. 13; 41.20, 25; 43.21; 
44. 8,10; 46.10; 52. 21; 53. 5, 
18, 20; 57. 9, 10,13; 58.1; 59. 
IO, 11,15; 60. 3; 61. 9,24; 62. 
11,19; 63. 2, 9, 16, 22; 64. 5, 
13, 22; 65.7, 15, 21; 66. 5, 11, 
18; 67. 2, 11, 173 68. 3, 10, 19; 
69. 10,18; 70. 6,13, 21; 71. 9, 
485 72.93 107. 2; Pe τ (6) 1. 

νομος = distribution? 41. 16; 48. 2. 

νοσφιζειν 27. το. 


ξενικος 52. 15, 26. 


οβολος 58.7; 60.15; 76. 4. See 
also Index of Symbols. 

οθονιον 98. 9; 99. 5. 

oixew 29. 6. 

οἰκονόμος 8. 3; 5.6; 10. 11; 11. ὃ, 
11; 12.1; 138.3; 16.2; 17. 2, 
17; 18. IT, 13, 17; 19. II, 13; 
20. 2 bis, 5, 7,14; 21.3; 22.6; 
25.6, 11; 27.12; 28.6,12; 29. 
4, 11, 18, 20; 80.11, 17; 31.14, 
18, 22; 82. 6; 34.11; 87. 4; 
40. 20; 41. 2, 4, 7, 14, 273; 42. 
6; 48.22; 44.12; 45.7, 16,19; 
46. 9; 47. 2,10; 48,1, 5; 49. 
JI, 14, 22; 50. 3,22; 51. 14, 20; 
52.27; 58. 13,26; 54. 20; 55. 
21, 22; 57. 20; 58. 5; 59. 233 
60. 11; 74.1; 81.6; 83.7; 87. 
7; 89.6; 91.1; 96.2,4; 97.1; 
Fe ἃ 12) ἃ Fn. 4 (ὦ) og Pr. 6 
(a) 9. 

οινοποιειν 25.4; 25.7; 26. 1, II. 

owos 24.4; 26.12,16; 82. 4, το; 
84. 7; 87. 18. 

ολμος 89. 3, 5 O75, ο, 11; 46. 16; 
49. 5,133 50. 24; 51. 2. 

ομνυειν 56. 11 ; 86. 10. 

opowws 37. 18. 

ομφαλος 92. 4. 
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ovowa 7.2%; 1, 14: 29.63; 47.11; 
91.5; 93.8; 104.3; Fr.6(Z) 9. 

otws 86.1; 37. 8. 

opay 41,13; 48. 2. 

opyavoy 26. 1,6; 46.12; 47. 4, 7. 

ορκιζειν 56. 8. 

opkos 27.6, 143; 42. 17. 

οστισουν 86. 16; 87. το; 49. 18. 

οφειλειν 5.1; 20. 8; 85. 9. 


παλιμπρατειν 47. τό. 

παραγινεσθαι 25. 7; 80. 4, 12. 

παραδειγμα 89. 3; 102. 4. 

παραδεισος 24. 11; 29. 2, 7; 33.11, 
τὰ, 1; 88. 6, 13, 153; 87. 10. 

παραδεχεσθαι 14. 15; 87. 9. 

παραδιδοναι 12. 2; 49.23; 89. 7. 

παρακαθισταναι 54. 15. 

παρακαλεῖν 20.2; 25.5; 30.8; 42. 
7; 55. 21. 

TapakoAovdew 54. 19. 

παρακομιδὴη 48. 11; 55. 12. 

παρακομίζειν 48. 4; 52. 26. 

παραλαμβανειν 9.1; 33. 3; 84. 11; 
43. 23; 49.2; 51. 13; 52. 4; 
53. 4,6; 54.23; 55.2; 58.5; 
60. 11; 74. 1, 4. 

παραμενειν 55. 23. 

παραμετρειν 89.9; 48. 2, 12, 19. 

παραριθμειν 76. 3. 

παρασφραγιζεσθαι 46. 11; δά. 18; 
57.23; 60.2; 76.1. 

παρασφραγισμος 26.7; 51. 3, ὃ. 

παρατιθεναι 44. 5; 45. 14. 

παραχρημα 18.2; 26. το; 80. 15. 

παρειναι 18. 10; 80. 103; 55. 20. 

παρεύυρεσις 14.7; 47.3; 49. 7: 50. 
6,16; 54.7; 74.7. 

Tapexew 26.7; 82.2,9,14,16; 40. 
16; 43.6; 51.2,8; 57.9; 59. 
10; 76. 2. 

Taptotavat 88. 4. 

πατρις 7. 3; 11.12; 104. 4. 

πατροθεν 7. 3; 11. 12; 104. 4. 


πεμπτος 105. 2. 

πενθημερον 48. 8. 

πενταπλουν 11.6; 49.9; 51. 11. 

περιγινεσθαι 19. 8. 

περιειναι 16. τό, 18; 17. 14; 84. 14. 

περιζωμα 94. 7. 

Timpackew 2. I, 3; 18.9; 22. 1; 
29. 19. 

πιπτειν 8. 6, 

πλειων 4. 2,3; 28.5; 29.16; 49. 
4; δ. 8, τὰς 52. 2,11; 53.12; 
57.6; 58. 8,9; 59.6; 60. 16. 

πλεοναζειν 57.13; 59. 15. 

πληθος 27. 1; 88. 12; 86. 5, 17; 
87.15; 41.5; 48.7; 48. 6. 

TAnpys 17. 3. 

πλοιον 81. 2. 

ποιειν 12. 13; 18, 13; 15.13; 16. 
153; 17. 1, 17; 25. 14; 80. 12, 
15: 88. 10; 34. 3, 20; 42. 13; 
43.21; 47. 2,9; 48.13,17; 56. 
9,138; Er. τ (4) 2. 

ποιὸς 87. 15. 

πολις 26.14; 40.18; 47. 12; 75. 
13 104. 4. 

πορεια 50. II. 

ποσος 19. 1; 29. 6; 50. 23, 24. 

πραγματεύεσθαι Ἴ. 2. 4: 8, 2; 10. 3, 
17; 18. , ὃς 80, Τὸ, τὸς 21.7; 
80.5; 36.11; 387.11; 47. 2,14: 
50. 2, 21; 51.13; 55. 13. 

πραξις 5.33; 15.10; 17.12; 20.10; 
28. 11; 84. 20. 

ga 45.9; 52.5,8; 54.1; 55. 
τό. 

πρασσειν 8.1: 11. 1; 14.13; 15. 
11: 18. 17; 19. τι; 20.9, 16; 
22.5; 29.11,19; 88.6; 34.18; 
89. 18; 43.9; 57. 14; 58. 3; 
59. 17; 60. 6,22; 61-72 saep.; 
74.1; 84.6; 85.1; 94.8; 103. 
53 105. 4; Fr. 6 (c) 4. 

πριασθαι 6.1; 8. 3, 6; 11.7; 15. 
11; 25. 3; 29. 3; 33.7,9,16; 
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84. 1,2; 48.8; 45.17; 49.9; 
50. 18,19; 51.10; 54.15; 55. 
24; 56. 14; 51. 7; 58. 3; 59. 
8; 60.7; 80. 3. 

πριν 56. 13. 

προανηήλισκειν 58. 25. 

προβατον Fr. 5 (6) 7. 

προγραμμα 9. 7; 87. 6. 

προιεναι 40. 5; 86. 3. 

προισταναι 41. 163; 48.3; 78. 3. 

προκηρυσσειν 58.4; 54.1; 55. 16; 
57. 8,13; 59.9, 15. 

προοινοποίειν 27. ὃ, 15. 

TpoTMANTLKoS 55. 15. 

προσαγγελλειν 56. 9. 

προσαποτινειν 50.11; 52.1, 25; 54, 
11. 

προσεισπρασσειν 52.10; 93. 7. 

προσκαταχωριζειν 16. 9. 

προσκεφαλαιον 102. 6. 

προσλαμβανειν 16. 17. 

προσμετρειν 89. 10. 

προσοδος 8. 1; 10. 9: 16. 12, 17; 
18.14; 21.16; 29. 7. 

προσορμιζειν 99. 4. 

προσοφειλειν 19. 1, 4, 12. 

προστασσειν Al. 23. 

προστιμον 21. 6. 

mpotepov 17.15; 24.9; 82.6; 41. 
I4; 42.13; 48.4; 48. 5, 14. 

προτρυγαν 26. 11, 17. 

προυπαρχειν 26. 1; 49. 10. 

πρωτος 26.133; 84. 21. 

πωλειν ἃ. 2: 14.4; 20.125 83. 4; 
84. το; 89. 20; 40. 9,17; 45. 
3; 47.15; 50.16; 51. 25; ὅδ. 
1; 57.3; 58.6; 59.25; 60.13; 
73.2; 87.14; 88. 8; 91. 2. 


ρυσις 47.1; 58.8; 60. τό. 
σημαινειν 89. 4. 


σημειον 26. 5. 
σησαμινος 40. 10, 15; 49. 18; 51. 


Ε 


133; 58. 7, 14, 27; 55. 7,15; 57. 
17; 58. 2; 59. 20; 60. 5. 
onoapos 89. 2, 11, 15, 20; 41. Io, 
15,17, 21,26; 42.3; 48. 13,17, 
19, 20, 23; 44. 6; 46. 16, 18; 
49. 16; 58. 5,7, 10,16; 55.4; 
57. 6, το, 12, 14,15, 16, 18; 58. 
I, 3,4; 59. 7, 11, 12, τό, 17, 19, 
21; 60. 3, 7, 9, 19, 24; 61-72 


saep. 

σπειρειν 41. 15; 48. 7,20; 58.4; 
60. 9. 

σπερμα 89. 7; 48.15; 55.63 57. 
Ig; 59. 22. 


σπονδη 36. 19. 

σπορος 41. 3,17; 42.16; 43. 4. 

otatnp 58. 7; 60.15; 76. 4. 

στεαρ 50. 14. 

στεγνος 82. 3. 

στερειν 49.22; 50.10; 51.25; 52. 
10, 25; 58.3; 54. 8,10; 76. 7. 

στερεσις 54.133 97. 3. 

στρατευεσθαι 24. 6. 

oTpatnyos 37. 2. 

στυππεινος 103. 2. 

συγγραφειν 20. 14; 26.183; 28, 10, 
12; 47.16; 48. 3. 

συγγραφη 20.13; 21.1; 27. 4,6, 8; 
29. 8; 42. 13,18; 47.17; 48. 
17; Fr. τ (f) 2. 

συγκομιζειν 48. 5. 

συγκυρειν 20. 16; 48. 14; 49. 7; 
56. το. 

συμβολον 21. τ; 52. 16, 19, 24, 26, 
29; 53.1,2; 89.12; 91.4; 99. 
oy Fr 1 (oc) 6; Fre ἃ (4) 4. 

συμβολοφυλαξ 10. 2; 12.16; 18, 2. 

συμπαρειναι 46. 14. 

συμπροσειναι 27. 18. 

συναγειν 24. 14; 32. I, 43 36.9; 
42. 3. 

συναναγκαζειν 20. 3. 

συναποστελλειν 27.133 380. 12; 42. 
20. 
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συνειδως 8. 1; 21. 9. 
συνεπισφραγιζειν 42.193; 84. 2. 
συνταξις 438.12; 47.1; 48. 13. 
συντασσειν 19, 11; 21. 5; 32.10; 
41.1; 47. 5,13,15; 55.10; 76. 


Ῥὶ 

συντέλει» 80. 8, 10; 88, 20; 87.7; 
41.1; 106. 2. 

συντήκειν 50.17, 

συντιμαν 42. 9. 

συντιμὴῆσις 24, 11. 

σφραγιζειν 18. 3,4; 25. 10; 26. ὃ; 
27. 4,12; 28.7; 29.9; 42. 15, 
18; 90.1. 

oppayts 26. 9; 104. 6. 

σῴφραγισμα 104. 3. 

σχοινιον 100. 5. 

σωμα 50.9; 82.1; 85. 6. 


τάλαντον 95. 11; 105.1. See also 
Index of Symbols. 
τασσειν 21.16; 41. 22. τεταγμενος 


18.18; 19.6, 7,15; 82.11; 87. 
12; 41. 13,24; 46.5; 51.9, 23; 
89. 9. 

TeAew 96. 1. 

τέλος 15. 10,15; 52. 18, 21,23; 57. 
6, 12,15; 58.4; 89. 75 13,17; 
60. 9g, 22; 61-72 sacp.; 85. 8; 
95.10; 98.6; 104. 5; 107. 1. 

Tehorns 28.9; 29. 8. 

τελωνικος 21. 12, 14. 

τελωνιοι 9. 5. 

τιθεναι 18. 13. 

τιμὰν 29. 6,16; 42.11, 17; 56. 2, 
12. 

τιμὴ 18.14; 28.16; 81. 4,15; 82. 
ὃ, 12, 14, 15, 18; 88. 6; 84. 8; 
89. 16; 42. 2; 48. 16; 48. 8; 
49.3; 51. 19; 58.9, 10, 13, 23, 
24; 54. 11; 55. 1, 2; 94. 12; 
96. 3; 102.6; 103.1; Fr. 1 (e) 
2; Fr, @ (6) 2. 

τίμημα 56. 12. 


τιμησις 29. 12,19; 42.14; 48. 22; 
103. 6. 

τοπαρχὴς 87. 3; 41. 7, 17; 42. 5, 6, 
20; 87. 2. 

τοπαρχια 87. 4. 

τοπος 25.9; 29. 5. 

τοσουτος 17. 7. 

τραπεζα 82.12; 84.17; 48.11; 56. 
16; 78.1, 2,4; 74.1, 3; 75.1, 
2,43 76. 2, 3,6; 105. g. 

τραπεζίτης 75. 5. 

tpepew Fr. 5 (6) 1, 2. 

τριακονταχοινικος 39. 2, 4. 

τριηραρχημα 94, 5, 6. 

τριμηνια 22. 1; 34, 21. 

τριμηνον Fr. 6 (a) το, (1) 6. 

τριπλους 19. 14. 

τριτος 46. τό. 

τροπος 86. 16; 87. το; 49. 17. 

τρυγαν 24. 14,15; 32. 7. 

τυβι Fr. 4 (c) 4. 

τυλειον 94. 10; 102. 5. 


vos 1.25; 24 2. 

utapxew 5.2; 25.9; 50.23; 54. 
13; 55. 19; 57. 6, τι; 58. ὃ; 
59. 6,13; 60.16; 61-72 sacp.; 
80. 4; 86. 11; 106. 9. 

UTNpETELY 22. 2. 


| vumnpetys 8. 4; 11. 16; 12. 12,15; 


18.2; 16.12; 55. 18. 

πυπογραφειν 19.2; 94. 1. 

υποδεχεσθαι 44. 14, 15. 

᾽πυποκηρυσσειν 58. 18, 

νυπολειπειν 48. 15. 

υπολογειν 28.163; 77. 2. 

υπολογιζειν 84. 7; 58. 22. 

υποτελης 15. 12; 28. 18; 88. 14; 
86. 5. 

υστεραιος 20. 10; 26. 16; 56. τι; 
Ετ. τ (() 2. 

votepov 17. 10. 


φαινειν 5.1; 21.8; 88. 15. 
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ava, 20.8; 55.193; 56. 7. 
φορολογια 33. 13, 20. 


φορτιον 7. 53 48.14; 45.14; 49.. 


21; 50.10; 58. 24; 54,23; 55. 
12. 

φραζειν 29. 5. 

φυλακὴ 10. 1; 18. 13. 

φυτευειν 24. 7. 


χαιρειν 37. 5. 

χαλκος 40. το; 48.16; 58. 7; 60. 
I4; 76. 3; 77. 1, 3, 8; Fr. 6 
(@) 3. 

χαρασσειν 44. 1. 

χειρογραφειν 27. 5, 12; 78. 2. 

χειρογραφια 86. το; 87. 13, 20. 

χειρωμα 94. 4. 

xiTov 98. 4. 

Χοιαχ Fr. 2 (f) 4, 5. 

xopnyew 41.25; 45.19; 46. 4; 58. 
5: 60.123; 61-72 sacp. 

χρεια 52. 13, 23; 58. 27; 96. 1. 

χρῆμα 84. 5; 86. II. 

χρηματιζειν 77. 1. 

χρηματιστὴς 15. 4. 

χρησθαι 108. 4. 

xpovos 8 6; 18. 5,18; 17.1; 18.9, 
15: 19. 3; 21. το, 15, 16; 22.3; 
83.5; 46.12; 47.5; 57.7; 59. 
8; Fr. 4 (6) 2. 


Xwpa 86.3; 40.9, 18; 43.11; 47. 
17; 50.21; 52.8; 54.14; 57. 
3; 69. 3; 73. 3; 91. 2; 105. 3. 

χωρις 58. 21; 55.13; 61,1. 


ὠνεισθαι 15. 4; 40. 17; 49. 18. 

ovn 2.1; 8.1; 8. 3,5,63; 9. 1,8,9, 
12,14; 10. 3, 4, ὃ, 13,17} 11. 7; 
18: 1, 5; TH. 12; 16..9,12; 1%. 3, 
JO, 14; 18.1, 10; 19. 9 dzs; 20. 
I; 22.2; 25.1,5,16; 26. 2,10; 
27. 1; 28. 3, 16; 29. 3,13, 17, 
20; 80. 4,14; 81.16; 82.5; 33. 
3, 7,8, 10,17; 84. 1, 2, IO, 11, 
13, 16; 85.1; 40. 7; 41.4, 9, 
22; 42.2, ὃ dis, 14; 48.85; 44. 
12; 45. 6,11, 15,173 46. 3, 4, 
8; 47.3, 9,13; 48. 2, 12; 49. 
9; 11, 14, 19, 21; 50. 22; 51.11, 
13, 19; 52. 4; 53. 4, 6, 13, 23; 
54.15, 20,21; 55.11, 13,17, 24; 
56. 10, 14; 57. 23; 58.7; 60.1, 
14; 61-72 saep.; 84. 1, 2, 6,9; 
85.8; 86.4; 107.2; Fr. τ (4) 5; 
Fe 2 (7) 1; Fra (ἢ 8. 

wpa 41. 14: 42. 3. 

ὡὠσαυτως 86. 11; 87. 16; 52. 28. 

wote 60. 21; 61-72 saep. 
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